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REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


LIBRARIES VALUED OR PURCHASED. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-Books always on Sale. 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
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EstTaBiisHep 1853. 

Capital ... po éé0 eee eee $00 «» £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ei --» £208,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON, 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.I.A., Actuary and Secretary. 
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FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BONDS, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE, TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
X IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS xX 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed es promptly, without 

special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED 1836. 

FLEET STREET, LONDON. 














10, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 





FuUNDs - . . - £3,900,000. INCOME - - - £467,000, 
YEARLY BusinEss (1901) £1,663,159. BUSINESS IN FORCE - 413,900,000, 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere an order for the transfer of twenty-one 
causes and matters from Mr. Justice Kexewicn to Mr. J ustice 
Farweti. It will be observed that, with only two exceptions, 
the causes and matters transferred were set down so recently as 
last month. 


THERE ARE symptoms of the convalescence of the Court of 
Appeal from their recent malady known as “‘Saturditis.” Last 
Ee 4 the first division of the court sat at 10 o’clock, instead 
of 10.30. 








AN ALTERATION in the practice relative to security for the 
costs of an ~~ was announced by Lord Justice Vavenan 
Wittiams on Wednesday. Hitherto the court, in ordering 
security to be given, has not usually limited any time for com- 
plying with the order. In future a time will be limited ; and 
if, in making an order for security, the court should not ex- 
pressly mention any limit of time, the period for complying 
with the order will be fourteen days. 





On Monpay last Lord Justice Vavcnan Witt1aMs announced 
that on the 9th of May he would not be able to sit in court, as 
he had to be at Carnarvon. It was usual, when one of the 
members of the court was absent, that interlocutory we 
should be taken. He gave this early notice in order that, if 
there were any final a the parties in which might like to 
have the advantage of having a particular day fixed for the 
hearing of their case and were olen willing that it should be 
heard before two judges, such final appeals might be put in the 
list for that day. there were any such cases, it would be 
convenient that they should be mentioned within the next few 
days. 


A ‘‘Crown Tenant” writes to the Zimes to complain of the 
action of the Office of Woods in connection with the enforce- 
ment of repairing covenants in London Orown leases. Those 
covenants, it appears, require the painting of wee tes 3 
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fourth year, in the month of August, and “the fourth year 
happens to fall in 1902.” “To make things bright for the 
coronation,” some tenants have begun to paint earlier than 
usual, but ‘‘a letter has been sent out from the Department 
calling attention to this infringement of the lease, and giving 
formal notice that the Department will require the houses to be 

ainted over again in August,” which seems a little hard. The 

aw of the matter is contained in section 27 of the Crown Lands 
Act, 1829 (10 Geo. 4, c. 50)—a long consolidating and amend- 
ing Act. By this section in each Crown lease there shall be 
contained a proviso or condition for re-entry on non-payment of 
rent or non-observance or non-performance of the covenants 
therein, and on the part of the lessee to be observed and per- 
formed, and in no lease shall the lessee be made dispunishable 
for waste, except in leases of mines and of leases for a term 
not exceeding ninety-nine years, in which leases the lessees may 
be made dispunishable for waste if the Commissioners of Woods 
shall think proper. Until 1882, at all events, this enactment 
placed the lessees entirely at the mercy of the Commissioners of 
Woods, but the well-known provision of section 14 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, in all ordinary cases would make 
the letter of ‘“‘the Department” a brutum fulmen, for the 
damages for not — twice in one period of a few months 
being measured by the injury to the reversion (see Mills v. 
East London Union, 21 W. R. 142), would be merely nominal, 
if not nil. But does that provision apply to the Crown? Le 
Roy west lié par aucun statut, sil n'y fit expressement nommé, 
“It is a well established rule, generally speaking, in the con- 
struction of Acts of Parliament, that the king is not included 
unless there be words to that effect,” said Atprrson, B., in 
Attorney-General y. Donaldson (10 M. & W. 117). The 14th section 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, by sub-section 4, no doubt 
directs that “‘ this section applies although the proviso or stipu- 
lation under which the right of re-entry or forfeiture accrues is 
inserted in the lease in the pursuance of the directions of any 
Act of Parliament,” but there is no express reference to the 
Crown in thisclause. Modern statutes, it may be observed, have 
frequently expressly directed that the Crown shall be bound 
by them: see for instance section 150 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, and section 27 of the Patents Act, 1883 (passed to get 
rid of the law as laid down in Dizon vy. Small Arms Co., 25 
W. R. 142). The occurrence of such provisions rather strengthens 
the suggestion against the application of the Conveyancing Act 
to the Crown. 


In ANOTHER column there will be found a letter from corres- 
pondents commenting upon the observations made in our issue 
of the 12th instant on the recent case of Rex v. The Justices of 
Kingston-on- Thames. We expressed an opinion that justices 
should not themselves be objectors at licensing meetings to the 
renewal of licences, and, in spite of what our correspondents 
say as to the usual practice among licensing justices, we main- 
tain that on hearing applications for renewals justices should 
act judicially, and that the opinion we quoted of Hawxuys, J., 
in Keg. v. The Justices of Anglesea (59 J. P. 743) is a sound one, 
They have undoubtedly a much freer hand in dealing with fresh 
— for licences. But in dealing with renewals, it must 
always be remembered that the licence has been granted in 
the past; that a refusal to renew probably inflicts very 
severe loss on some person, and that there is a serious flavour 
of injustice in depriving a person of a licence unless something 
new has happened since it was granted. Justices, of course, 
may view premises, just as a jury may; and clearly they may 
use the evidence of their senses as to what they have seen. It 
is desirable, too, that they should have local knowledge, 
and that they should be well acquainted with the 
general condition and requirements of their neighbour- 
hood. All this knowledge, however, should only be 
used as supplementary to evidence given in open court. 
It must be remembered that section 42 (3) of the Licensin 
Act, 1872, expressly provides that ‘The justices sh 
not receive any evidence with respect to the renewal of such 
licence which is not given on oath.” This implies, it is sub- 
mitted, that renewal cannot be refused in the absence of such 
evidence. If this is conceded, it must surely be further con- 


rove sufficient to ide foundation for the exercise of that 
cea discretion which is given to justices with regard to renewals. 
In Sharpe v. Wakefield (37 W. R. 187; 1891, App. Oas. 173) 
the Lord Chancellor said: ‘‘An extensive power is confided 
to the justices, in their capacity as justices, to be exercised 
judicially; and ‘discretion’ means, when it is said that 
something is to be done in the discretion of the authorities, 
that that something is to be done according to the rules of 
reason and justice, not according to private opinion; according 
to law, and not humour. It is to be, notarbitrary, vague, and 
fanciful, but legal and regular.” This, and other passages in 
the judgments in that case, shew clearly that, in the opinion of 
the House of Lords, in dealing with renewals, justices must not 
act on private opinion but on evidence; but that they are 
justified in treating original applications for licences on a 
somewhat different footing. In fact, in the latter class of 
applications the burden is entirely on the applicant 
to shew he ought to have a_ licence, whilst in 
renewals the burden of proving that renewal should be 
refused is on the objector. The police, it is submitted, are the 
proper persons to object to renewals, although the justices may 
well direct the attention of the polico to certain matters and 
order inquiries to be made. e may say that it does not 
appear to have been necessary to expressly decide that justices 
may be objectors in the case of Rex. v. The Justices of Kingston- 
on- Thames, and that the point will probably be again specitically 
raised in a case from Farnham in which a rule has been granted. 





Tue case of Kerrigan v. Hall (4 Court of Session Cases, 5th 
series, p. 10), the report of which has just been published ia 
the Scottish reports, will be read with iaterest in Eagland, as 
it proceeded upon the construction of the Oustody of Children 
Act, 1891, which is common to both countries. By section 1 of 
this Act, where the parent of a child applies to the High Court 
or the Court of Session for a writ or order for the production of 
the child, and the court is of opinion that the parent has 
abandoned or deserted the child, or that he has otherwise so 
conducted himself that the court should refuse to enforce his 
right to the custody of the child, the court may in its discretion 
decline to issue the writ or make the order. The petitioner, a 
farm servant, applied for an order that Mrs. Herzen Hatt should 
deliver up to her the petitioner’s illegitimate child. It appeared 
that this child, a few days after its birth, had been placed by its 
mother, the petitioner, with the respondent for the purpose 
of being boarded at the rate of 16s., subsequently reduced 
to 12s., a month; that the petitioner had demanded the 
return of the child and had been refused. The respondent’s 
case was that the petitioner had called upon her and had 
asked her if she would like to adopt a child of which the 
petitioner was the mother, offering to pay her at the rate of 
16s. a month if she would agree to adopt it, until the child 
should reach the age of five years. The respondent went on to 
allege that it was ultimately agreed that she should receive the 
child on the footing that it should be given to her permanently 
and that the payment stipulated for should be duly paid. She 
alleged that the child had become attached to her ; that she 
herself had a deep affection for it, and that the mother had no 
means to support the child and was not a proper person to have 
the custody of it. For the petitioner it was contended that the 
mother of an illegitimate child has an undoubted right to its 
custody, and that she could not legally bind herself even if she 
desired to permanently give up her child to another. The state- 
ments of the respondent as to the inability of the petitioner to 
maintain the child were controverted. The court, ia giving 
judgment in favour of the petitioner, observed that it 
had not been contended that the contract of adoption 
was known to the law of Scotland (or England), although 
it is recognized in some systems of jurisprudence ; that it would 
be dangerous to allow the proof of such an agreement as that 
suggested, as it would come very near to sanctioning the sale 
ofa child by its parents. Lord McLaren also observed that 
there was nothing in the ent made by the petitioner 


which was uncommon or unfamiliar in the case of a child, either 
legitimate or illegitimate, and that it must often be necessary 





ceded that such evidence must be weighed judicially, and must 


for the parents of a child born in wedlock to enter into an 
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arrangement with a stranger for its board. Such a contract was 
enforceable in law subject to the qualification that the law 
would not specifically enforce a contract where specific per- 
formance would interfere with personal liberty. The court 
added that, so far as the statute enabled the court to deal with 
an application on equitable considerations and to refuse the 
ore of the petition in the interests of the child (as had been 
one in some previous cases), they could not say, upon the 
information before them, that there was any reason to sup 
that the petitioner had been unmindful of her parental duties, 





Tsz LETTER from an esteemed correspondent on the liability 
for loss or deterioration of ge ng after a contract for sale, 
but before conveyance, which will be found elsewhere, seems 
rather to overlook the distinction in vendor and purchaser law 
between the right to the property and the right to the rents and 
profits. ‘The vendor from the date of the contract holds the 
estate in trust for the purchaser, with a right until the time fixed 
Sor completion to receive the interim profits”: see Dart’s V. & P. 
733. From this principle it follows that, though after the 
date of the contract the p is in equity owner of the 
property, yet outgoings which accrue prior to the time fixed 
for completion must be borne by the vendor receiving the profits. 
As from the date of the contract, in the absence of special stipula- 
tion, the purchaser takes accidental benefits and bears accidental 
losses to the property itself, but he is not entitled to the 
profits, or liable to outgoings, until after the time fixed for 
completion. Hence it follows that the purchaser must bear the 
loss in case of an accidental fire after the contract is entered 
into, at any rate, unless such fire is the result of negligence 
on the part of the vendor. The vendor of freehold property is 
under no obligation to insure, and even if he does insure, the 

urchaser does not get the benefit of the insurance money. 

ut, generally speaking, the purchaser is entitled to have the 
property preserved pending completion in its existing state, and 
the vendor, being a quasi-trustee, is liable if he allows the 
property to deteriorate—¢.g., to go out of cultivation or be 
injured by trespassers: Phillips v. Silvester (L. R. 8 Oh. App. 
173), Egmont v. Smith (6 Ch. D. 469), Clarke v. Ramuz (1891, 2 
Q. B. 456). The second case put by our correspondent—that of 
a ‘‘statutory notice to repair’”—rests on an entirely different 
principle to the case of destruction by accidental fire. We 
assume that the writer is dealing with the sale of leaseholds, 
and that the “statutory notice” referred to is a notice by the 
landlord under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 
The fact that this notice has been given does not alter 
the respective rights and liabilities of vendor and pur- 
chaser, but is merely evidence that the covenants in the 
lease have not been performed by the vendor. ‘‘It is the duty 
of the vendor so to act that nothing done by him prior to the 
completion of the contract shall constitute a forfeiture of the 
lease”: Palmer v. Goren (25 L. J. Ch. 841). Until actual com- 
pletion, therefore, the vendor, if he remains in ion, must 
perform the covenants in the lease; but the question who is 
ultimately liable for the expense of performing those covenants, 
depends upon whether the breach complained of occurred prior 
to the date fixed for completion. Up to the date fixed for com- 
pletion, the performance of the covenants clearly falls on the 
vendor in the absence of stipulation to the con ; and the 
notice given by the landlord being in respect of past breaches, it 
does not by any means follow that the vendor would not be 
liable even if the notice were given after the date fixed for com- 
pletion. Onthe other hand, if the vendor couldshew thatall proper 
repairs had been done up to the time fixed for completion, it is 
presumed that the purchaser would be liable. 





For most purposzs the bankruptcy of a debtor relates back, 


by virtue of section 43 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to the act | i 


of bankruptey, but the case of Stein v. Pope (50 W. R. 374; 
1902, 1 K, B, 595) shews that reliance cannot ced upon 
this rule in matters affecting persons other than the bankrupt 
and his trustee. There the lessee of had, in May, 
1900, assigned the lease, with other property, to the defendant 
by a deed which was an act of ruptey. In August the 





the oe - the quarter’s rent due at Mi -_ 

in the same month a bankruptcy petition was presented against 
ee eee oo el ecat and in October she was 
adjudicated b. pt, anda trustee appointed, who disclaimed the 
lease. But before the adjudication a second action—the present 
one—had been commenced for the rent due at Michaelmas. The 
trial came on after the adjudication of bankruptcy, and it-was 
then urged that, inasmuch as the b. ted back to the 
deed of assignment, and the result was to make that deed void, 
there was no rent due from the defendant, the assignee, under the 
deed. But the Oourt of A held that this argument attri- 
buted too much effect to the doctrine of relation back. ‘‘ The 
bankruptcy provisions,” said Romer, L.J., “ which made the 
assignment an act of bankruptcy and the assignment invalid in 
bankruptcy, are not provisions for the benefit of the defendant. 
As a general rule bankruptcy does not affect the rights and 
liabilities of persons not parties to the bankruptcy, except so far as 
may be necessary in the interests of the trustee and creditors and 
the administration of the bankrupt’s estate in bankruptcy.” Here 
it was not necessary for any such p to release the 
defendant. At the time when the action was commenced 
against him he was clearly liable for the rent as assignee, and 
this liability was not terminated by the subsequent avoidance of 
the deed in the bankruptcy. This result is stron ly supported 
by the consideration that otherwise the liability of the assignee 
would depend on the date of trial. If it was before the 
adjudication, he would of course be liable, for he would be 
sued upon a deed which was then in force; if after the 
adjudication, he would be released. The very technical 
doctrine of the relation back of the bankruptcy could hardly 
be allowed to vary in this arbitrary manner the fate of an 
action. 


plaintiffs, who were the reversioners, obtained judgment i. a 
ter 





Tue pecision of Joyo, J.,in Re The Spiral Globe (Limited) 
(Times, 21st inst.), may be of assistance to the holders of un- 
registered debentures which, though executed before the Ist of 
January, 1901, were not issued till after that date. In August, 
1900, the Spiral Globe (Limited) resolved to issue £2,000 of 
debentures in twenty debentures of £100 each. The debentures 
were accordingly res in that month and the seal of the com- 
pany was affixed. Ten of them were issued in September, 1900, 
to the company’s bankers as security for an advance; and the 
remaining ten were on the 5th of January, 1901, deposited with 
the same bankers to secure an overdraft. In April the company 
went into pamanre | liquidation, and in July the debenture- 
holders commen an action to enforce their security. 
In the course of this the objection was taken that 
the second set of ten debentures had not been registered, 
and upon the assumption that the objection was well 
founded, ar application was made under section 15 of the 
Companies Act, 1900, for an extension of time to register (50 
W. R. 187). Swivraen Eapy, J., was satisfied that the omission 
to register was due to inadvertence, and he was willing to extead 
the time, but only subject to the proviso introduced in Re Joplin’s 
Brewery (Limited) (50 W. RB. 75) that the order was to be 


without prejudice to the rights of parties acquired previously to 
actual a tion. Of course, where ® winding up has 


supervened, the addition of this proviso makes the 
extension practically useless, and the debenture-holders 
have now obtained from Joycz, J., @ decision that regis- 
tration was not required. This is upon the ground that, 
had the Act been in force in 1900, the proper time for 
registration of the whole series of debentures would have been 
in September, when the first ten were issued, and hence in January, 
1901, there was no duty on the company to register in respect 
of the remainder. The reasoning is, perhaps, not very satis- 
factory, for altho under sub-sections 4 and 5 of section 14, 
a company in i g 4 series of debentures at different times 
= rae to register the whole series at once, it is not 
bound to do so, and until any particular debentures are actually 
issued it can hardly be said that they are “ created,” notwith- 
standing that the seal of the company has been affixed. The 
debenture is not in effective existence unless there is a creditor 
holding it. Hence it would seem that in fact there was a 
creation of debentures in January, 1901, so as to require 
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registration under sub-section 1 of section 15. In this case, 
however, the debenture-holders have the advantage of the 
decision of Joycz, J., to the contrary. 





We avs had sent to us for perusal a copy of ‘‘The National 
Conditions of Sale,” which we are informed have been settled 
and approved by Mr. Wotsrznnoitms. The object appears to 
be to furnish solicitors with common form conditions of sale 
= to freehold, copyhold, and leasehold land, and also to 

in a public company ; and it need hardly be said that the 
conditions are comprehensive and neatly framed. It is pro- 
— that the particulars of the property and the special con- 
itions shall be printed or written on a blank sheet in front of 
the ‘‘ National Conditions,” in the manner usual when a local 
law society's conditions are used; but we imagine it would be 
useful to have a skeleton form of these special conditions 
printed on the blank sheet, so as to draw the attention of the, 
practitioner to the matters pore: | to be provided for. The 
conditions are in some respects rather fairer to the purchaser 
than those in general use. For instance, the now usual pro- 
vision as to instruments and acts required by the purchaser 
for getting in or releasing any outstanding estate, right, 
or interest, or for completing the vendor's title, &c., is 
limited to ‘‘any dare outstanding estates, terms, or interests.’ 
This is no doubt reasonable, but we doubt whether a vendor 
would be always sufficiently protected by the provision. 
Although we are accustomed to the term “ bare trustee,” we 
do not quite know what significance would be attached to the 
words ‘‘ bare estate.” We question also whether the ordinary 
provision as to assuming the seisin of a testator with whose will 
the title is to commence should be qualified by providing that 
such assumption shall be made “on the evidence ”’ of a statutory 
declaration that the purchased property has been enjoyed accord- 
ing to the title for twelve years. Usually, of course, the date 
of death of the testator with whose will the title commences 
will be much more than twelve years ago. There are, however, 
as might be expected, many excellently expressed provisions in 
the form, and solicitors will find it useful to have it at hand. 





Amone THE Bills brought in by non-official members of 
Parliament this Session is one “‘to regulate the sale and use of 
pistols and other fire-arms.” Cheap pistols have become a 
dangerous nuisance. They are a favourite plaything for the 
immature youth of the poorer classes, and they aid the operations 
of the burglar and the hooligan. Except the liability to the 
excise duty, there is no check whatever upon the carrying of 
loaded fire-arms in public places, and the gun licence in the case of 
pistols is easily evaded. e have considered the provisions of 
the Bill with some interest. It begins by providing that pistols 
or other fire-arms are not to be sold to, or bought by, a person 
under the age of sixteen years, unless he holds a gun licence 
and produces the same at the time of purchase. This provision 
seems to us unexceptionable. The next clause is of a more 
sweeping character. Ammunition suitable only to a pistol is 
not to be sold to, or bought by, any person under the age of 
sixteen years; and a boy or girl under the age of sixteen 
years is not to use or carry a pistol. There is no exception 
here in the case of a youth holding a gun licence and 
producing the same, and it seems strange that he should be 
able to buy the pistol and yet be prohibited from getting ammu- 
nition for it or using it. Finally, we have the salutary enact- 
ment that no person shall carry or display a loaded pistol in 
any highway or public place or in any theatre without the per- 
mission in writing of the chief officer of the police for the district 
comprising that place (with certain exceptions in the case of 
persons in the naval or military service or volunteers). We 
think that the direction that pistols unlawfully used are to be 


forfeited to the police is likely todo good. But so long as the | 


Bill is not sup by the Government, we are afraid that there 
is not much chance of its becoming law. The Government have 
during the last twenty years been repeatedly pressed to take 
steps to restrain the indiscriminate carrying of revolvers in 
public ces, but the answer always is that the matter is 


CHEQUES AND THE DOCTRINE,OF DONATIONES 
MORTIS CAUSA. 


Tue recent decision of Bucxtey, J., in Re Beaumont (50 W. R. 
$89) deals under interesting circumstances with the question of 
the ibility of a valid donatio mortis causd of a cheque drawn 
by the donor. On the 19th of February, 1901, a Mr. Beaumont 
was ill and in expectation of death. By his direction his niece 
filled up a cheque for £300 in favour of Mrs. Ewsanx, which he 
signed. The niece then, also by his direction, gave the cheque 
to Mrs. Ewsanx. The learned judge held that the cheque had 
been effectually delivered to Mrs. Ewsanx, and that it was given 
by Mr. Bzaumonr in anticipation of death and to take effect if 
he died. When the cheque was presented, on the 23rd of 
February, the donor’s account was overdrawn, and the bank 
manager refused to pay it. Apparently this was on the ground 
that he doubted the signature, and Bucxtey, J., considered that, 
so far as the account was concerned, the manager was prepared 
to advance the money and pay the cheque. On the 25th the 
donor died, the cheque being still unpaid, and the question was 
raised in the present proceedings whether Mrs. Ewsank was 
entitled to have the £300 provided out of the estate. 
In order that a gift may take effect as a donatio mortis causa it 
is well known that three requirements must be satisfied—the 
gift must be made in contemplation of death; it must be 
intended to be absolute only in the event of death; and there 
must be delivery of the subject-matter of the gift. As to the 
first two requirements there is usually no difficulty, the law 
assisting the proof by means of presumptions founded on the 
circumstances. If the gift is made when the donor is in his last 
illness, it is presumed to be in contemplation of death (Miller v. 
Miller, 3 P. Wms. 356), and, moreover, if made in contemplation 
of death, there is an implied condition that it is to be held only 
in the event of death (Gardner v. Parker, 3 Madd. 184). It 
is the third requisite—delivery—which is a frequent 
subject of litigation, and it is upon this that technical 
ints arise which often defeat the clear intention of the donor. 
he whole doctrine of donationes mortis causd is derived from the 
civil law. These donations, said Lord Harpwickg, ©., in Ward v. 
Turner (2 Ves. 431), ‘are undoubtedly taken from the civil law ; 
but not to be allowed of here farther than the civil law on that 
head has been received and allowed.” And as a consequence 
delivery is essential to the validity of the gift. ‘‘ By the civil 
law,” it is said in the same judgment, ‘‘as received and 
allowed in Englazd, and consequently by the law of 
England, tradition or delivery is necessary to make a good 
donatio mortis causd.’’ Moreover, the delivery must be actual. A 
merely symbolical delivery will not do. And where, in other 
cases requiring delivery, a deliverya money symbolical has been 
treated as sufficient—as where the delivery of the key of a ware- 
house is taken to be delivery of the goods deposited there— 
Lord Harpwicke insisted that this was on the ground of the 
delivery of ion—that is, the transfer of control—being 
actual. ‘It is the way,” he said, “‘ of coming at the possession, 
or to make use of the thing ; and, therefore, the key is not a 
symbol, which would not do.” 

But delivery, though simple enough when the subject-matter 
of the gift is a chattel capable of being easily handled, becomes 
a matter of extreme difficulty when the requirement has to be 
applied to kinds of property which are intangible, and at one 
time there was the further objection to an attempted donatio 
mortis causd that, since it was a voluntary gift, a court of equity 
would give no assistance to enable the donee to complete his 
legal title. Had this doctrine prevailed, it would have gone far 
to put an end to this class of gift, for with regard to all the more 
important classes of property something further requires to be 
done to complete the legal transfer than is possible on 
a deathbed. It was decisively rejected, however, by the 
House of Lords in Duffield v. Elwes (1 Bligh N. 8. 497), 
upon the , aay that the gift was not meant to be complete 
until the death of the donor, and that it was therefore not 
material that the transfer of the legal title was wanting. 
“Nothing can be more clear,” said Lord Expon, C., in thet 
case, ‘‘ than that this donatio mortis causd must be a gift made by 
a donor in contemplation of the conceived approach of death ; 
that the title is not complete till he is ac 
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question, therefore, never can be what the donor can be com- 
pelled to do, but what the donee in the case of a donatio mortis 
caued can call upon the representatives, real or , of 
that ina 
case where a donatio mortis causd has been carried into effect by 
a court of equity, that court of equity has not considered the 
interest as vested by the gift, but that the interest is so vested 
in the donee, that that donee has a right to call on a court of 


that donor todo.” And further on: “I ap 


equity, and, as to the personal estate, to compel the executor 


to carry into effect the intention manifested by the person he 


represents,”’ 


While, therefore, it is not necessary that the gift should be 


acoompanied by an immediate transfer of the legal interest in the 


property, it is essential that there shall be a delivery, or what is 


pe 

uivalent to delivery, of the gre This, as we have seen, 
+ @ requirement po di from the civil law, and to the same 
source is due the doctrine which insists upon it also in the case 
of a gift of chattels inter vivos, unless the gift is evidenced by 
deed: Cochrane v. Moore (38 W. R. 588, 25 Q. B. D. 57). As 
to what shall be deemed sufficient delivery the tendency has 
been, perhaps, to widen the law. It was at an early date 
admitted that delivery of a bond was a good donatio mortss causd 
of the debt secured by the bond (Snellgrove v. Bailey, 3 Atk. 
214); and though this was at first sup by the 
consideration that production of the bond was essential 
to the recovery of the debt, yet the rule continued not- 
withstanding the change in the practice as to profert 
of bonds, apparently on the ground that it was the bond 
which constituted the specialty debt. In Duffield v. Elwes (supra 
Lord Expon applied the doctrine to a mortgage debt, and hel 
that delivery of the mortgage deed entitled the donee to the 
benefit of the sum secured, and that the persons upon whom the 
mortgaged estates devolved were trustees for her. In dealing 
with simple contract debts, there has been some hesitation in 
ascribing the same effect to delivery of the instrument con- 
stituting the evidence of the debt; but it is now clear that a 
promissory note or bill may be effectually delivered as a donatio 
mortis causd, although not indorsed by the donor, and that his 
personal representatives must either indorse it or allow 


the donee to sue on it in their names (Veal v. Veal, 27 Beav. | 


303; Re Mead, 28 W.R. 891, 15 Oh. D. 651); and the same 
rule applies to the cheque of a third party ag to the 
donor or order: Clement v. Cheesman (38 W. R. 40, 27 
Ch. D. 631). Whether the delivery of a mere receipt 
for money will be effectual, seems to be doubtful, but it 
is sufficient if it shews the terms of the contract between the 

ies (Moore v. Darton, 4 De G. & Sm. 517), and especially if 
it is a term of the contract that the receipt shall be produced on 
repayment of the money: Re Dillon (88 W. R. 869, 44 Oh. D. 
76). Both these cases referred to receipts for money, the latter 
toa bank deposit receipt, and Oorron, L.J., there said: “The 
case of Moore v. Darton is very instructive as to the class of 
instruments which are subjects of donatio mortis causd. There 
a document was executed when a deposit of money was 
made. The mere fact of deposit would create a debt; 
but the document, besides nowledging the receipt of 
money, exp: the terms on which it was held, and 
shewed what the contract between the parties was. It was 
held that the delivery of that document was a good donatio 
mortis caus of the money deposited, and so, in my opinion, was 
the delivery of the deposit note in the present case.” The same 
principle was applied by Byrnz, J., recently in Re Weston (ante, 
p- 2815, where a post office savings bank deposit book was held 
to pass by delivery the sum deposited, on the ground that it 
contained the terms of the contract. 

In the case where the donor draws a cheque and hands it to 
the object of his bounty, there is no doubt as to his intention, 
but so far the courts have refused to allow that this is a 
delivery of the sum covered by the cheque so as to constitute 
an effectual donatio mortis causd if the cheque is not presented 
before the donor’s death. In Hewitt v. Kaye (16 W. R. 
835, L. R. 6 Eq. 198), Lord Romy, MR, pointed out 
that the cheque was no more than an order to obtain a certain 
sum of money, and it was useless unless acted on in the lifetime 
of the who gave it. And in Re Beak’s Estate (L. R. 18 


delivery of the pass-book with the cheque. The pass-book is at 
most evidence of the statement of account ; it is not in the nature 
of an agreement. As Buoxtzy, J., pointed out in the present 
case of Re Beaumont (supra), the mere delivery of the cheque is 
not an equitable — of any part of the drawer’s balance 
at his bank (Bills of Exchange Act, s. 53), and it is the hand- 
ing over of the cash at the drawer’s order on presentment 
which constitutes the delivery in the case of a sum of money 
me by cheque. It is true thatin Re Dillon (supra) Linpuey, 

J., suggested that the doctrine refusing effect to the delivery 
of a cheque might some day require anodien and doubtless 
much might said in favour of supporting so clear an 
intention on the part of the donor, but at present, for courts 
of first instance, it must be taken that the law is settled. 

There remains the question whether the cheque must be 
actually cashed before the donor’s death or whether it is 
sufficient that it has been presented. In Bromley v. Brunton 
(16 W. R. 1006, L. R. 6 Eq. 75) the cheque was presented 
when the account was in credit, was not paid because the 
banker doubted the signature. Sruanrt, V.O., held that there 
had been a donatio mortis causd, on the ground that the 
failure to obtain payment occurred through the conduct of a third 
party, and that under the circumstances a sufficient amount 
of the donor’s money was appropri to meet the cheque. 
This comes very close to “Beaumont, but there is the 
important distinction that in the latter case the account was 
overdrawn, and therefore the mere hesitation of the banker 
could not operate as an appropriation of money to meet the 
cheque. There could be no appropriation until he had made 
the advance of funds for the purpose, and this he never did. 
Not unnaturally, therefore, Buoxizy, J., felt himself not bound 
by Bromley v. Brunton, and he held that there had been no 
effectual donatio mortis causd. With the best intention in the 
world, a would-be donor can hardly by delivery make a present 
of money out of an advance which he has not yet secured. It 
is ho to unsettle the requirement of delivery in donations 
mortis causd, and, this being so, it is very improbable that the 
doctrine will ever be extended so as to enable a donor to make 
delivery of a cheque equivalent to delivery of cash. 








SOME POINTS ON TESTAMENTARY 
APPOINTMENT. 

In the case of Re Bradshaw, Bradshaw v. Bradshaw (1902, 1 Oh. 
436), Mr. Justice Kexewicn decided two moot points in equity, 
both of which are of some im . 

One of these points was the effect of a covenant to exercise in 
a particular way a testamentary ono to appoint a fund 


POWERS OF 


amongst the children of the a tor. In favour of the 
efficacy of such a covenant the decision of Kixpzrstey, V.O., 
in Cofin v. Cooper (2 Dr. & Sm. 365) was cited, where the donee 
of such a power gave a bond conditioned to be void if she made 
a certain ng pe by will, and she made the appointment 
and it was held valid; and reference was made to Bulteel v. 
Plummer (O. A., July, 1870, 18 W. R. 1091, L. RB. 6 Ch. 160), 
where there was such a covenant followed by a will made in 
accordance with it, and it was held that the appointment was 
not bad on that account. The decision of Mr. Justice SrrrLine 
in Re Parkin, Hill v. Schwars (41 W. R. 120; 1892, 3 Oh. 510), 
was also cited as que that, in the case of a general testa- 
men power, a of a covenant to exercise it in a 
particular way would give rise to a claim to recover as damages 
the value of the appointable property. 

On the other hand, dicta against the validity of the covenant 
were to be found in the judgments of James, V.O., in Thacker v. 
Key (June, 1869, L. R. 8 Eq. 408), and Brerr, L.J., in Palmer 
v. Looke (uly, 1880, 28 W. R. 926, 15 Oh, D. 294), though in 


the last-men: case Jzsset, M.R., in the court below, had 
treated the covenant, or rather bond, as being clearly valid. 





Eq. 489) it was held that the gift was not strengthened by the 
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of the donor is that the donee shall keep the exercise of it under 
his control until the time of his death”; and he cited with 
approval a passage from the judgment in Thacker v. Key (supra), 
saying that the donee of such a power up to the last moment of 
his life, was to have the power of dealing with the fund as he 
should think it his duty to deal with it, having regard to the 
then wants, position, merits, and necessities of hischildren. He 
accordingly Theld that the covenant was bad and could not be 
sued on; that it was not merely incapable of giving a right to 
specific performance but wholly void, and that no remedy was 
available for the breach of it. 

We presume that it follows from this decision that a bond 
conditioned to be void if the donee of a special power exercises 
it in a particular way, is void in any event; and that the case is 
the same with respect to every bond of which the condition 
would be fulfilled if a special power were exercised in a par- 
ticular way. 

- The other point involved in Re Bradshaw, Bradshaw v. Bradshaw 
(1902, 1 Ch. 436) was whether the doctrine of election applies 
when a testamentary appointment is void as a perpetuity, and 
legacies or other benefits are conferred by the testator out of 
his own property on the persons who take in default of 
appointment. Authorities may be cited to shew that in such 
a case the legatees could claim both their legacies and the 
ot he invalidly appointed. The decision of Parson, J., in 

arren’s Trusts (Feb,, 1884, 32 W. R. 641, 26 Oh. D. 208) 
appears at first sight to be directly in point. A dictum of 
James, V.C., in his judgment in Wollaston v. King (April, 
1869, 17 W. R. 641, L. R. 8 Eq., at p. 175), is to the effect that 
the court would not aid an attempt to violate a rule of law by 
the application of the doctrine of election. And these cases 
were followed by the Court of Appeal in Ireland in a case of Re 
Handcock’s Trusts (1889, 23 L. R. Ir. 34). There was an answer, 
however, to all these cases. The Irish case was, of course, not 
binding on an English court. The dictum in Wollaston v. King 
was uttered in view of a claim made by residuary legatees to 
take property invalidly appointed as well as legacies of the 
testator’s own property, so that both claims were under the same 
will, and the decision in Re Warren’s Trusts was a subsidiary 
direction on a point not carefully discuased. 

The question, therefore, came to be decided on general 

rinciples ; and the basis of the doctrine of election, as laid down 
in established cases, applied just as much to an appointment 
void for remoteness as to an appointment void because made in 
favour of a stranger. The learned judge, therefore, held that a 
case of election was raised, and he cited with approval the state- 
ment of the doctrine of election made by Kay, J., in Re Brooksbank, 
Beauclerk v. James (Nov., 1886, 84 Ch. D. 160), and the basis 
en for it by Lord Carrns in Cooper v. Cooper (May, 1874, 22 

. R. 713, L. R, 7 H. L. 67). 








REVIEWS. 
CHITTY’S FORMS. 


Cnitry’s ForMs or Orvit, Prockgpincs IN THE Kina’s BENCH 
DIvIsIon oF THE HicH CourT oF JUSTICE. AND ON APPEAL 
THEREFROM TO THE CoURT OF APPEAL AND THE HOUSE OF 
Lorps. THIRTEENTH Eprtion. By Tuomas WILLES CHITTY, A 
Master of the Supreme Court; Hersert Curry, Barrister-at- 
Law; and P. E. Vizarp, of the Central Office of the Supreme 
Court. Sweet & Maxwell; Stevens & Sons. 


The first edition of this work was published in 1834, when 
there was a Court of King’s Bench in the land, After man 
editions we now again for the second time have one in whi 
the words “King’s Bench” Berry on the title-page. Few law 
books in general daily use can boast so long acareer. This edition 
has been s long time on the road. If our memory is correct, it was 
announced by the publishers as being ‘‘in preparation” at least 
three years ago. It is, however, all the more welcome now that it 
has come, and is probably all the more valuable for the time it has 
taken in preparing. The names of the authors are sufficient 
guarantee for the excellent quality of the work. The first- 
mentioned author edited the eleventh and twelfth editions, and 
1 before he his present a he was acknowledged 
to be the greatest authority at the bar in all matters of common 
law practice. A book of this sort could not be brought out 
under gentlemen more thoroughly competent for their task 





than these three. The last two editions differed s»mewhat in 
form from the earlier ones, in that they contained notes which were 
intended to make the book a complete guide to the practice of the 
division. The present edition reverts to the original form of the work, 
andno longer aims at including the White Book within its covers. 
This is an advantage, as from the nature of the book a considerable 
number of years must elapse between editions, while the White Book 
app-ars ly; and notes on points of practice are much more 
likely to be misleading from age than are forms. As far as we have 
been able to examine and test the forms given, they seem to have 
been prepared and revised with the greatest care and skill; and it 
is almost impossible to think of a document, likely to be required in 
practice, of which a model cannot here be fouad. In short, the book 
is accurate, reliable, and exhaustive, and solicitors may use the forms 
given with the same full confidence that the earlier editions have won. 





THE LAW OF EVIDENCE, 


THE PRINCIPLES OF THE Law oF EVIDENCE. WITH ELEMENTARY 
RULES FOR CONDUCTING THE EXAMINATION AND Cross-EXAMINA- 
TION OF WITNESSES. By W. M. Brest, AM, LL.B. NintH 
Epirion. WITH A COLLECTION oF LEADING Propositions. By 
J. M. LEty, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Since the last edition of this work was published the Criminal 
Evidence Act, 1898, has been passed, and the editor has taken the 
opportunity to insert in the present edition an interesting account of 
the circumstances which led to the Act. The case of those who were 
in favour of the change was p scorn admitted to be sound when it 

e customary to insert clauses allowing accused persons to testify 
in new Acts dealing with offences, and in particular when such a 
clause was introduced in the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885. 
The position of affairs had thereby become hopelessly illogical, and the 
Act of 1898 was the natural solution of the difficulty—an Act 
which, so far as we are aware, has not been followed by any serious 
niger while as ed the growing _— ing that an accused 
person ought always to have the opportunity of giving his own story 
in such oben a8 re lace it on oni same footing 3 the other evidence 
in the case. Mr. Lely has also given a useful summary of the caves 
in which points of practice under the Act have been decided. Another 
matter in which uniformity has been recently introduced into the 
criminal law relates to the rule in Reg. v. Lillyman (44 W. BR, 654; 
1896, 2 Q. B. 167). If a girl’s complaint was to be received in 
evidence at all, it was robbing it of half its efficacy to admit only the 
fact of complaint and suppress the details. The important judg- 
ment of the court in that case, delivered by Hawkins, J., 
decided that such a restriction was unnecessary. The com- 
laint is in any case not evidence of the offence charged, 
ut simply material by which the girl’s own evidence on oath can bs 
tested, and the whole of the complaiot is admissible. The old rule, 
that the iculars were not admissible, is thus, as Mr. Lely points 
out, abrogated. In describing the forms in which oaths should be 
sworo, Mr. Lely quotes Mr. inger for the assertion that kissing 
the book is a modern innovation, not more than 150 yearsold. The 
form, it may be noticed, is not nearly so impressive as swearing with 
Sing 3 hand, and it is singular that it should still be prevalent. 
. Lely gives in an appendix the full text of the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, and it would have been convenient if the same treatment 
had been accorded to other relevant statutes—the Evidence Act, 
1851, for instance, and the Oaths Act, 1888. A fuller appendix of 
statutes would add to the completeness of a work which is now a 
recognized authority on the law of evidence, and which in the 
present edition has been carefully revised. 





THE COMMERCIAL COURT. 


THE PRACTICE OF THE COMMERCIAL CouRT. By THEOBALD MATHEW, 


Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Although this little book contains little more than one hundred 
pages, we venture to predict that its value will be found very dispro- 
portionate to its size, and that it will prove of great use to 
practitioners, especially to those unfamiliar with the practice of the 
QOommercial Court. The book comes from the of the son of 
the Lord Justice who may fairly be called the parent of that 
court, and may be said to derive a certain amount of additional 
authority from that fact. It contains a very clear and concise 
account of the procedure and usage peculiar to the court, 
ke cee ae cae ee it province, the 
forms of p gs used, and many other matters which it is difficult, 
or impossible, to find in other works. There is also an admirable 
collection of model “ Points of Claim” and “‘ Points of Defence.” 
The most interesting part of the book, however, is the Introduction, 
which gives an account of the origin of the court. It is certainly 
most remarkable how this tribunal has come into existence without an) 
help whatever from the Legislature, and how the scheme under | 
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it exists wae extracted from existing 
author, the only attempt made by 


CORRESPONDENCE, 


litigation was the futile little Act of 1891, which revived the sittings | | 1, 5111Ty FOR LOSS OR DETERIORATION OF PROPERTY 


of the High Court at Guildhall. It is well known how short-lived 


was this scheme, which seemed to depend on the idea that city 
would prefer the 
journey from Guildhall to Temple Bar. As long as Lord Ooler 
was alive, he strongly opposed the efforts of the judges to start 
Commercial Court. As soon, however, as he was succeeded by 
Russell of Killowen, the scheme immediate] 
unnecessary to speak of its great success, 


the complaint that it is a h i 


not have the same advantages as the commercial litigant.”’ 





PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY. 


Gipson & WELDoN’s StupENT’s PRoBATE, DrvoRCcE, AND ADMIR- 
ALTY. INTENDED AS AN EXPLANATORY TREATISE ON THE LAW 


AND PRACTICE IN PROBATE, DrvoRCE, AND ADMIRALTY MATTERS 


or 
Frere Eprrion. By the AvTHoRs and H. Grsson RIvineTon, | contract and before the conveyance, falle up 


B.A. The Law Notes Publishing Offices. 


There is frequently in students’ books a tendency to introduce too 
much detail. The authors, possibly in the endeavour to meet the 
d+ mands of unthinking examiners, disregard the fact that a studevt has 
to master principles, and they provide a wealth of matter which is in 
general useless except for reference. In the — volume this 
defect is avoided, and though we should to aver 
that any student is bound to carry the whole of it in his 
head, yet the text is clearly written and well arranged, and 
deals with matters which are of ical moment. The number 
of cases quoted, though large, is not unduly so, and care 
has been taken to include the most recent authorities. Thus The 
Heather Bell (49 W. R. 352; 1901, P. 143) is now quoted for the 
proposition that the mortgagor of a ship while in possession is 
empowered to make a charter- as against the mortgagee, pro- 
vided it does not impair the value of the security; and under mari- 
time lien—a subject which is very well stated—reference is made to 
the recent important judgment of Barnes, J., in The Veritas (50 
W. RB. 30) on the order in which claims to maritime liens rank. C) 
book is a very satisfactory manual. 





EQUITY. 
Gisson & WeLDon's Arps To Equiry. INTENDED As A GUIDE TO 
THAT DIFFICULT BUT EssENTIAL WoRK, SNELL’8 PRINCIPLES OF 
Equity (THIRTEENTH EDITION). Epit1on. By the 
AuTHors and H. Grsson Rivrnaton, B.A. (Oxon.). The Law 
Notes Publishing Offices. 
In compiling this guide to “‘ Snell” the authors have arranged the 
subject-matter of each chapter in three parts; first, there is a short 
statement of the principles discussed in the corresponding chapter 
of the text-book ; then a series of shortly-expressed ‘‘ points” to be 
noted—in the chapter or mo these are 115 in number; and 
lastly, a series of cases aud statutes to be noted. The whole of ‘‘ Snell ” 
is thus methodically treated, and the substance of that “‘ difficult 
but essential work” presented to the student, He will not, indeed, 
be safe in dispensing with the task of note-taking on his own 
account, but the guide will assist him in performing it aad in fixing 
the doctrines of equity in bis mind. If he makes himself sure of the 
pate and cases which Messrs. Gibson & Weldon mark out for him, 
@ may rely on passing his examinatiun with credit. It would bea 
considerable improvement if the headings of the pages indicated 
the subject under treatment. The heading throughout, ‘‘ Gibson’s 
Aids to Equity,” is useless. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Forms and Precedents Adapted for Use under the Caenins 

Acts and Settled Land Acts, 1881 to 1890. By Epwarp Parker 

WoLsTENHOLME, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, one of the Conveyancin 

Counsel to the Court, and Watrer Evetyn Carrow, LLB., 

a Sixth Edition. William Clowes & Sons 
1 . 


State Intervention in pg ory Education: A Short History from 


the Earliest Times Down to 1833, By J. E. G. DE MonTmorEncy, per coSe eats som SS Sen "tata 








High Court to arbitration if they were saved the 


© | opinion as to whether the 
was realized. It is | of which is to throw the onus of bearing all expenses and outgoings 
the words of one| (j bsence vendor 
author, “' Phe chief criticism tebe heard is that which is contained in | Su.°%,™ ee eas es ten ae ae 

that the ordinary suitor should 


xj A tient ot ours 


AFTER CONTRACT FOR SALE AND BEFORE CONVEYANCE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] ~ 
Sir,— Your readers would, I cannot thinking, be glad of 
neon ebidh the case of Barsht v. 
have been decided, the effect 


Tagg and Re Highett & Bird's 


own to the time when a good title has been first bt ton 
2 Raden fenptem 9 Pen By a peer ong he cow 
; an 


fore com 4 (2) to the case of ves spadhon 
which a statutory notice to repair has been between the same 
Dealing with the first of the two cases 
57, 17th ed.) says that “from the * 
e purchaser becomes in equity the owner of 
follows that any loss or d to 


London, April 18. 
[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.) 





THE DISCRETION OF STICES AS TO RENEWALS 
OF LICENCES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The observations on Rex v. Justices of Kingston-on-Thames in 
our issue of the 12th inst. seem to over the fact that the local 
icensing justices act in an administrative, as well as a judicial, 
capacity. It cannot be questioned that their discretion in renewals 
oe nlegenes 6S ee 

'o take an instance, it Se enna to under- 
take not to make alterations wi the j consent, 
the justices see that alterations have been made in a house, they 
fail (though the fact is not disputed) to obtain any 
ee o Ces Se is to refuse the 
although no one opposes it. ‘ore the Act 
with - a ‘othe meee eine tf oo their 
without ves c 
own cause.” Bin ditawnce thet Aut makes is to sblige 
adjourn the case. In other words, must exercise their 
on one day instead of another, the object being, of course, to give 
time to the applicant to meet the 

Many other instances tbe given, and constantly arise, where it 
is necessary for the justices in the public interest to take the initiative. 
In fact it is the usual course when the police report offences withou' 
necessarily objecting to the renewal, 
We quite agree that a written notice should be given to the 
applicant distinctly stating the nature of the objection. 

Scappive & BopEIn. 

23, Gordon-street, Gordon-square, April 16. 
[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.) 





THE LAW RELATING TO PREPARATION OF TENANCY 
AGREEMENTS BY AUCTIONEERS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—As there is a growing tendency among auctioneers and estate 

agents to undertake oe lanl wok Pound setae of tenancy 

agreements and ts under seal as leases, we take 
the facts in a recent case. 

a house for five years, and an 


cf 


auctioneer 
had prepared the agreement. Te conemeat, wae » Mihoqnenes 
Sense puietelh fen the auctioneer, and was filled in by him made 
under seal, It contained a clause that each party should 


BA, .B. v ° be tenant had been 
Prep, Ui-B., Barrister-st-Law. Cambridge: At the University Wo nahutell Gat tb ene (who consulted us as to « dispute with 
the auctioneer) that the auctioneer had incurred ties for a breach 
: af Se Sali Set Se oe this to the 
It is announced that Judge Batcheller, of the International Tribunal | auctioneer, replied, ‘‘ I know that opinion of the solicitor and 
years. The position is as 





(Mixed Courts) of has been d to the Court of heard it anytime these 
Appeal. He le suctseded in the International tTibuad! by Judge Vou on ik ° 


Horn, of Utah: 
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We brought the matter to the notice of the Incorporated Law 
Bociety, who forwarded the papers to the Board of Inland Revenue, 
with the result that the commissioners, upon the consideration of 
the case, imposed a fine of £20 in stay of legal proceedings, which 
sum was paid. 

As breaches of the above section are very numerous, we hope that 
the insertion of this letter may, in the interests of our profession, 
lead to further suitable cases being brought forward until the practice 
complained of is stamped out. The auctioneer in this case was & 
Fellow of the Auctioneers’ Institute, and advertised that he was able 
to give effective regard to clients’ interests by technical 
knowledge of (amongst other things) the law relating to landlord and 
tenant. T, RicnarDs & Co. 

31, York-place, Portman-square, April 22. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Orpers or Court. 


Tuesday, the 22nd day of April, 1902. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Kekewich and Mr. Justice Farwell respectively, it is expedient that 
a portion of the Causes assigned to Mr. Justice Kekewich should be 
transferred to Mr. Justice Farwell; Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britian, do hereby Order that the several Causes and Matters set 
forth in the Schedule hereto be accordingly transferred from the said 
Mr. Justice Kekewich to Mr. Justice Farwell, and be marked in the 
Cause Books accordingly. And this Order is to be drawn up by the 
Registrar, and set up in the several Offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 


SCHEDULE. 
From Mr, Justice KEKEWICH. 
1902, 


The British Motor Traction Cold v Outhenin Challendre 1900 B 
4,339 Feb 3 

The British Motor Traction Cold v Longuemare 1901 B 1,934 
March 1 

=— v Bushell 1902 C 146 March7 

Mullens & Cold v Harris 1901 M 2,779 March 7 


1901, 


Attorney-General v Rural District Council of Lunesdale 1900 A 
1,717 July 25 
1902, 
Pattinson v Armstrong 1901 P 1,798 March 11 
The British Homes Assce Corpn Id v Patterson 1902 B 2,019 
March 11 
Othen v International Tea Co’s Stores 1d 1902 O 255 March 13 
Lowev Lord 1901 L 1,332 March 13 
Buchanan v The Western Gazette Cold 1902 B 828 March 15 
Stapps v Stapps 1902 S 245 March 18 
Frampton v Hedges 1901 F 117 March 19 
Osborne (Duke of Leeds) v Clarkson 1901 O 993 March 19 
Rimell & Allsop v Barber 1901 R 1,257 March 24 
Byng v Stephens 1901 B 4.595 March 24 
Herbert Alexander & Cold v Gordon 1901 H 3808 March 25 
G Ricordi & Cov J Poole & Sonsld 1902 R 275 March 26 
Keyzor v Smith 1901 K 288 March 26 
Mayor, &c, of Hove v The Brighton Intercepting and Outfall Sewers 
Board 1901 H 2,251 March 26 
Edgar v Lawrie 1901 E 393 March 27 
Watkins v Watkins 1901 W 3,093 March 27 
Hatssvry, C. 





Wednesday, the 16th day of April, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


Buckley. 
SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Farwell (1901—D.—No. 1,885). 
In the Matter of The Devicolam Estates Oo (Limited) Arthur William 
Turner v. The Devicolam Estates Co (Limited) and Eustace George 
Boulting. Hatssvry, C. 








The Bar Musical Society will hold their annual concert in Lincoln’s-inn- 
hall on Wednesday evening, the 7th of May next. 

The Lord Chancellor will ide at the annual of the Inns of 
Court Mission, which will be held in the Inner Temple-hall on Wednesday 
afternoon, the 14th of May next. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ANDREW'S ESTATE, CREASEY v. GRAVES. Buckley, J. 
12th April. 


Witit—Oonstavction—"‘My Personat Estates, &., &c.’’—Desvise or 
Reat Estate. 


Originating summons. The question raised in this summons was 
whether a gift of ‘‘ my personal estates, &c., &c.”’ in a will included the 
real estate of the testator. By his will, dated the 13th of July, 1859, 
Thomas Andrew gave and devised ‘all my real estates, consisting 
of’’ [describing them]. ‘‘ Also, I give and bequeath all my 

estates and effects whatsoever and wheresoever (subject 

to the payment of my just debts, funeral and testamentary expenses 
with nineteen guineas to” [persons named]) ‘“‘unto my dear 
wife, Eliza Andrew, for and pany | her natural life, and from and after 
her (sic) decease of my said wife I give to my brother Joseph Andrew, 
sister Mary Graves, sister Ellen Briggs, also all my nephews and nieces, 
an equal share of my personal estates, &c., &c. I revoke,’’ &. And 
oN ames his — a of his = Fay 4 died we ype a 
» possessed of perso’ roperty of some freehold cottage 
ag ed which his widow tock possession of as tenant for life. She died 

November, 1901. This summons was taken out by one of eight co- 
heiresses of the testator, against two nephews and a niece of the testator 
and against his | tative, for a determination of the 
question whether the real estate, as well as the personal estate, of the 
testator was included in the gift after the death of his wife. The cases 
cited upon the meaning of the word ‘‘ etcetera’’ were Newman v. Newman 
(26 Beav. 220), Mullaby v. Walsh (3 L. RB. Ir. 244), and Chapman v. Chapman 
(4 Oh. D. 800). It wasargued for the co-heiresses that heiresses could only 
be disinheirited by a clear devise of the real estate. 

Bucxxey, J., held that the persons claiming under the gift in question 
were entitled to the real estate of the testator.—CounseL, @. Brodie Cooper ; 
Peterson. Soxicttors, R. Brooks, for 8. B. Carnley, Alford ; Taylor, Hoare, ¢ 
Pilcher, for Thimbleby ¢ Son, Spilsby. 

[Reported by Nevituz Tassutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 
ANDERSON v. BERKELEY. Joyce, J. 9th and 19th April. 


Wit — Constrvcrion — Bequest — Oompounp Designation —INACCURATE 
Descrrprion—VALipIrTy. 


By his will, dated the 22nd of November, 1892, the testator bequeathed 
to his son Francis the sum of £1,000 absolutely, and he bequeathed to his 
trustees the sum of £5,000 “‘ upon trust to invest the same and pay the 
income to arise therefrom to his said son Francis during his life, and 
from and after his death to pay such income to his wife Letitia during 
her life if she should survive him, and after the death of his said son 
Francis and Letitia his wife, upon trust for all the children of his said 
son Francis’’ as therein mentioned. At the date of the will and for some 
~_ previously the testator’s son Francis had resided in New Zealand. 

n the year 1888 he had written home to the testator to the effect that he 
had married, and that the name of his wife was ‘‘ Letitia Lilian.” This 
lady was then living with him and continued to live with him till his 
death as his wife. They were reputed to be and were treated as lawfully 
married. The testator never saw or had any direct communication with 
the lady. The testator’s son Francis died in 1899. In September, 1899, 
the testator’s trustees discovered that the testator’s son Francis and 
Letitia had never been lawfully married. This action was therefore com- 
menced to ascertain who was entitled to the income of this sum of £5,000 
during the life of Letitia. 

Joyce, J., held that this was not a legacy to anyone under the simple 
description of ‘‘ the wife of my son Francis’’ without any reference to a 
particular individual. If it had been, any person claiming must have 
shewn that she really sustained that character. The uest was to a 
legatee named, with an additional description which was not satiefied, 
inasmuch as there was not any lawful wife of the testator’s son Francis in 
the strict legal sense of the term, though perhaps in a secondary sense 
Letitia might be called his wife. This was not a case of a competition 
between rival claimants to a gift where one part only of the description 
fitted one claimant and the other part of the description only fitted the 
other, as in Garland v. Beverly (26 W. R. 718, 9 Ch. D. 213), where the 
various considerations applicable to such a case would be found. The 
simple — here was whether in the circumstances the lady could take 
po pitt, or whether it failed and sank into residue. ere was nO 
question of any fraud by the legatee in the obtaining of the bequest. It was 
not like the cases of Kennell v. Abbott (4 Ves. 802) or Wilkinson v. Joughin 
(2 Eq. Oa. 319), where a gift to a supposed husband or wife of a testatrix 
or testator not being actually such was held to fail by reason of a fraud 
practised on the testatrix or testator by the legatee. The question was 
whether, according to the true construction of the will, the gift was in 
effect conditional u: Letitia’s being the lawful wife of the testator’s son 
Francis. In Re Bodington (32 W.R. 448, 25 Ch. D. 685) Lord Selborne, L.0., 
held that upon the true construction of the will in that case the bequest of an 
annuity to the testator’s wife was expressly conditional upon her and 
remaining his lawful widow. There were no such words of condition 6 
The legacy was intended for some person of whom the name, with a 
descri » Was given for the purpose of ascertaining and identifying the 
individual. There was a com d of the name 


Letitia—there were no doubt to whom that referred—and description, 
‘‘wife of my son Francis.’”” It was a rule, however, that where the 
description was made up of more than one part, and one part was true 
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but the other false, then if the part which was true described the subject 
or object of the gift with sufficient certainty, the untrue would be 
rejected and would not vitiate the gift: Jarman on Wills, p. 742, 
cited and approved by Lord Lindley in Cowen v. Truefitt (Limited) (1899, 
2 Ch. 311). d as Lord Oottenham said in Riston v. Cobb (5 My. & Cr., 
at p. 151), the rule that where the identity of the legatee was certain, the 

t would not be avoided by an inaccuracy in the description, would be 

stroyed if the court itted itself to speculate without _— upon 
what might have been the object of the testator in giving the legacy. It 
was impossible to say what the testator in the present case would have 
done if he had positively known the facts in reference to the 
relation between his son and this lady. His lordship held, therefore, that 
the gift to the lady did not fail, and bis decision wes in accordance with 
that of Lord Romilly in Zwrner v. Brittain (3 N. R. 21), which was, he 
thought, the nearest case to the present that was to be found in the 
books.—Covunsen, Hughes, K.O., and A. H. Jessel; Hamilton, K.6. ; 
F. Whinney. Sortcrrors, McDiarmid ¢ Hill, for F. C. Manley, Hull; 
Markby, Stewart, ¢ Co, 

[Reported by C. W. Mzap, Esq., Barrister-at- Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
FLIGELSTONE ». FLIGELSTONE. Jeune, P. 18th April. 
Propate—Srrixine Worps “‘1n Trust ror” Ovr or WILL. 


This wag an action in which the plaintiff, who was the widow of the 
deceased, asked for a grant of letters of administration with the will 
annexed to the estate of Moses Lazarus Fligelstone under the following 
circumstances: It appeared that the deceased on the day of his death, 
which occurred on the 10th of September, 1901, was suffering acutely 
from an affection of the heart, and not having made his will, and fearing 
that his ‘‘ wife would be left in the lurch,’ told a young woman who was 
assisting to nurse him to sit down quickly and write what he dictated. 
He told her to put ‘‘I, Moses Fligelstone, being in my 
right mind and senses, bequeath everything to my wife. As witness my 
hand this the 10th day of September, 1901.’ This she did, but the wife, 
on seeing what was written, told the girl to add the words “‘ in trust for 
my children.’”’ The wife’s object, a was to express her con- 
eciousness of her obligations to her children. ly after the testator 
had dictated what he wanted, he was seized with another paroxysm of 
pain and died within an hour. The will was not read over to him, and 
the evidence was to the effect that he certainly did not intend those words 

. to have been added, and did not know they had been. The defendants 
were the eight children of the deceased, and they were desirous of carry- 
ing out their father’s wishes. The plaintiff therefore asked the court to 
strike out the words “‘ in trust for my children.” 

Jzunz, P., in giving judgment, said that the evidence given by the 
young woman who wrote the will out had been given extremely well, and 

e thought that it was clear that the testator not know that those 
words ‘‘in trust for my children ’’ were inserted, and never meant them 
to be inserted, and he should therefore pronounce for the will in eolemn 
form with those words omitted. The costs would come out of the estate.— 
Sem K.0., and Pritchard ; Barnard. WSouicrrors, Anning ¢ 

0. ; » Barnes, 


[Reported by Gwrnwe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


In the Goods ef EDWARD HENNAH (DECEASED). Barnes, J. 21st April. 
Pronate—Leave To Swear Dears. 


This was a motion for leave to swear the death of Mr. Edward Hennah, 

of 69, -av ; > under the fo ng circum- 
stances: Mr. Hennah was second engineer of the steamship Basuto, a 
vessel of 2,742 tons gross, trading between Manchester and the Persian 
Gulf; and on the 9th of December, 1901, that vessel sailed from the port 
of Manchester, and was due to touch at Port Said about the 26th of 
December, but she bad never arrived there, and the last that was heard 
from her was a telegram despatched by the pilot she dro when 
off the coast of lesea. The underwriters of the veseel and her cargo 
had paid as vpon a total loss, and Mr. Hennah’s estate was estimated at 
£2,078, invested in various mortgages. The motion was made on behalf 
of Mr. Hennah’s brother. 

Banznzs, J., gave leave to swear that Edward Hennah died on or since 
the 11th of December, 1901, on an affidavit being lodged at the registry to 
the effect that the presumed deceased was not in —Counsgt, Willock, 
Soricrrors, Langham, Son, $ Douglas. 


[Reported by Gwyywe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


In the Goods of LIEUTENANT GUY CARLTON BIGG-WITHER, BN. 
(PRESUMED DECEASED). Barnes, J. 2st April. 


This was a similar motion. It appeared that Lieut. Bigg- Wither had 
|| served on HICSS. the Ohina station. He corresponded regularly 
with his relations until the 22nd of July, 1860, since when no 
letter had been received from him and no news had been had 
of him. In consequence of inquiries made at the Admuralty the 
Accountant-General of the Navy wrote to the family’s solicitors 
saying that it . from the records of the department that 
Lieutenant Bigg-Wither was on board H.M.8. Camilla et the time 
she was lost, and that the pay of the mp oe ned was made up to 
the 30th of September, 1860, the month in which vessel was last heard 
of. Affidavits im support of the motion had been filed by the Rev. 


Onthbert Bigg. Witker, es “ay My m— 


Baznes, J., gave leave to swear the death as having occurred in or since 
ber, 1860, and intimated that the applicant would also have to 
= right to a grant.—OounseL, Barnard... So.icitors, Frere, Oholmeey, # 


[Reported by Gwynux Hatt, Haeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


EDWAEDS ». THE LORD MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF LIVERPOOL, 
Div. Court. 23rd April. 


Practice—Warir or Osrtiorart—Liverroot Court or Passaar Acts (5 
Vicr. Szss. 2, c. 52, ss. 2 anv 3, ann 54 & 55 Vicr. c. 38, 8. 5. 


This was an appeal from the order of Bucknill, J., granting a writ of 
certiorari for removal of the cause to the High Court of Justice. 
the Lin ss Court i P caied he for injuries 
the ° ASE Age the coi ation for 
oohesloned by negligence of thelr servants in Poe sy the electric tram- 


cars which are their . The thereupon took 
to have it removed into the Hii Court! and ‘within one month after 
the filing of the statement 


Justice Bucknill on the ground that he h » 
The Liverpool Court of Passage is governed as to certiorari by two Acta 
—first, a private Act 5 Vict. sess. 2, c. 52, by which it is provided in 
section 2 Seas mre couse tn Gatch thc ceiant Maes tol camel Gy 


unless a judge of the High Oourt ordered otherwise, and section 3 pro- 
vides that writs to remove the cause must be lodged within one month 
after the delivery of the statement of‘tlaim; and secondly, the Li 
Court of Passage Act, 1893 (56,4 57 Vict. c. 37), 8.5, which 
that ‘‘It ehall be Jawful for the High Oourt or a judge thereof 
to order the removal into the High Oourt by writ of certiorari 
or otherwise of any action or matter commenced in the Court of 
Passage of the fb Come on 0 Jule Rates eS Shes Sena oe 
it should be tried in the High and wu Be tes oS ee 
of costs, giving security, or otherwise as the High Oourt or a judge 
shall think fit to impose. For the plaintiff it was contended that no 
absolute right of removal now existed. It was also contended that the 
defendants were out of as more than one month had elapsed since 
the filing of the statement of claim. For the defendants it was contended 
that under the common law writ of certiorari went as of right to the 
inferior courts, and that the right could be only taken away by express 
words. They cited v. Endean (34 W. R. 458). 

Tae Covrr (Lord Atvsrstons, O.J., and Daruine and Onannait, 
JJ.) dismiseed the a of opinion 
of 1893 were not sufficient to deprive the litigant of the right to removal 
which had previously existed. They also held that as the a 
in the matter was made within a month of the issue of the writ, the defend. 
ants were not out of time.—Oounset, H. Simmonds ; Ashton. Sortcrrors, 
Milner § Bickford, tor B. Lloyd, Liverpool; F. Venn § Co., for B. R. 
Pickmere, Liverpool. 

[Reported by C. G. Wiusranam, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


EGHAM RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL vee ° GORDON 
(Respondent). Div. Court. April 1 


Hicuway—Excesstve Weicxet—Dawaca—Rerarms—"‘ Person sy Waose 
Onprr”’—“ By on in Consequencg ory Wxose Onver”’—Hicuway anp 
Locomotives err Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. co. 77), 8. 23—~ 
Locomotives Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vier. o. 29), s. 12. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs in an action to recover £107 for extraordinary 
expenses incurred in repairing damage to a road caused by 

traffic. The defendant was building a house, and he ht 250, 

bricks without giving any instructions as to how they were to be sent. He 

then went abroad, and during his absence the bricks were sent by steam 
haulage, the traction engines weighing fourteen tons. The Highways and 

Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878, s. 23, provides that expense 

caused by traffic of excessive weight can be recovered from the person ‘‘ by 

whose order”’ the traffic had been conducted, and this was amended by 
the Locomotives Act, 1898, s. 12, to * Veen See 

The county court judge found that the weight traffic was excessive, 

—— it a — dy a a 2 mg “oy ee 

@ gave judgment for t endant. plain now appealed, 

For eae : mace Ne intended to 


enable the local authority to sue the for whose t whatever had 
taken place had been done; and aithough he might have given no direc- 
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of things was not caused in consequence of the defendant’s orders. That 
amc unted to a finding that the way in which these bricks were conveyed 
was inno way affected by anything that the defendant ordered. It was 
not necessary that the bricks should be brought in that way because of 
any order he had given, and it was not in consequence of any direction he 
had given as to how, when, or where they were to be delivered. There- 
fore the judge had negatived the state of facts referred to by the words 
“* by or in consequence of ’’ in section 12 of the Act of 1898. If that was 
the true view he did not think that the judge had misdirected himeelf on any 
question of law. On the facts the judge was not wrong in coming to the 
conclusion that the heavy traffic was in consequence of the vendors’ 
choosing this particular method of fulfilling their contract. The jud 
must be taken to have found that the damage was caused by the mode in 
which the vendors sent the goods. 

Dariinc and QOuannatt, JJ., agreed. Appeal dismissed.—Covnsa1, 
Macmorran, K.C., C. F. Pritchard, and M’C. Hill; Danckwerts, K.O., and 
&. 0. Glen. Soxtcrrors, Wood, Bigg, § Nash; A. M. Bradley. 


[Reported by E. G. Sritiwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


HORNSEY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL (Appellants) ». HENNELL 
(Respondent), Div. Court. 25th March and 15th April. 


Loca, Government—Sewerinc anp Pavinc Strrert—APprortTIONMENT OF 
Expense Amonost FrontaGers—EXxemPrion— VOLUNTEER HEADQUARTERS 
—Premiszs Owned anv Occuriep ny SEeRVANTS Or THE CROWN FOR 
Crown Purroses—Pustic Heattn Act, 1875 (388 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), 
8. 327. 


Appeal from an order of the justices of Highgate dismissing a claim for 
sewering and paving expenses under section 150 of the Public Health Act, 
1875. The appellants were the Hornsey Urban District Council, and the 
yespondent, Colonel Reginald Hennell, was the commanding officer of the 
let Volunteer Battalion (Duke of Cambrifge’s Own) Middlesex Regiment. 
By an indenture made the 15th of June, 1896, between the Suburban 
Building Land Co. and the respondent, premises called ‘‘The Elms” 
were conveyed unto and to the use of the respondent, his heirs and assigns, 
for £1,910. The premises were acquired by the respondent for the — 
of transferring them to, and in the meantime allowing them to be used by, 
the battalion. Certain portions, comprising an armoury and magazine, were 
duly appointed by the respondent as a storehouse under the Volunteers Act, 
1863, 8. 26, and the Regulation of the Forces Act, 1871, s. 6, and an 
Order in Council under the latter section. In 1897 the Secretary 
for War, on the application of the respondent as commanding officer, in 
pursuance of section 5 of the Military Lands Act, 1892, approved of 
£2,200, repayable in thirty-five years, being borrowed by the battalion for 
the purpose of acquiring the freehold. On the lst of April, 1897, the 
respondent mortgaged the premises to the secretary of the Public Works 
Loan Commissioners to secure the loan. The money was advanced, and, 
together with £500 raised by voluntary subscriptions, was applied by the 
respondent in repaying to himself the purchase price of £1,910 and fitting 
up the premises for the use of the battalion. The respondent then ceased 
to have any interest in the premises otherwise than as commanding officer. 
The premises, since their acquisition by the respondent, were used as the 
headquarters of the battalion and for no other purpose. The upkeep of 
the premises was paid for entirely out of Parliamentary grants. The 
premises abutted on Nightingale-lane, a street (not being a high- 
way ble by the inhabitants at large) within the meaning 
of cection 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875. On the 24th of 
January, 1900, notice was given by the appellants to the respondent 
and other frontagers to sewer, pave, and make good the street. 
The notices were not complied with and the appellants executed the work 
themselves. The expenses incurred by the appellants were apportioned, 
£409 10s. 9d. being apportioned on the respondent. The money not being 
paid, the appellants took summary proceedings against the respondent to 
recover it. On bebalf of the appellants it was contended that the 
respondent was the owner of the premises. For the respondent it was 
contended that the premises were owned and occupied by the servants of 
the Crown for Orown purposes, and that he was therefore exempt from 
liability to Rey. any further expenses. The justices were of opinion that 
he waa not liable and dismissed the summons. The case of Westminster 
Vestry v. Hoskins (1899, 2 Q. B. 474, 48 W. B. Dig. 124) was now cited as 
an authority in favour of the appellants, and they relied on section 327 of 
the Pablic Health Act, 1875. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstons, 0.J., and Dartinc and CuannzLt, JJ.), 
having taken time to consider their judgment, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atvenstonr, © J., in reading the judgment of the court, said they 
were of opinion that the contention of the Crown was right, and that the 
2 should be dismissed. For the reasons given in Pearson v. Holborn 

ion (1893, 1 Q. B, 389, 41 W. B. Dig. 165) these lands were being held 
for military purposes, and the respondent bad no ure or occupation of the 
premises other than as colonel commanding the corps and in discharge 
of his duties as such, and was in fact a mere trustee for the corps, having 
no personal beneficial interest. This was an ownership and occupation 
for, and on behalf of, the Crown, and the appellants must shew some 
words which imposed upon the Orown an obligation to do the 
work or pay the expense of it. The principle that Acts of Parlia- 
ment did not impose pecuniary burdens upon Crown property unless 
the Orown was expressly named, or unless by necessary implication 
the Crown had agreed to be bound, was still applicable to such a case, 
The intention that the Crown should be bound or had agreed to be bound 
must clearly appear either from the language used, or from the nature of 
the enactments, and there was nothing of the kind in the Public Health 
Act applicable to this case which gave rise to any such presumption. In 


King’s — of war from light dues, other vessels of the Crown were held 
not to be liable, although they were not mentioned in the express exemp- 
tion ; in other words, the general doctrine of the immunity of the Crown 
applied oe the insertion of an express exempting clause as to 
certain matters. Similarly in the case of Mayor of Weymouth v. Nugent (13 
W. R. 338, 6 B. & 8. 22) stone bought for the use of the Navy was held 
exempt from wharfage duties created by statute upon the same principle. 
Coomber v. Justices of Berks (32 W. BR. 525, 9 App. Oas. 61), which was a case of 
income-tax, was strongly illustrative of the principle, and in Lord Advocate 
v. Lang (5 M. 84) Crown property was held exempt from an exactly similar 
burden. Having re; to those authorities, they could not accept the 
argument that the limited exemption of certain Government lands in 
section 327 of the Public Health Act was sufficient to shew that ali other 
interests of the Crown were intended to be affected by the provisions of 
the Act. There was no such general practice as to lead to the view that 
the original doctrine of Crown exemption had ceased to exist or had been 
infringed upon or that the insertion of a cular protecting clause was 
intended to shew that only that class of wn property was intended to 
be exempt. Appeal dismissed. Leave to appeal.—OCovunseL, Bray, K.O., 
and A. Gln; Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., H. Sutton, and G. 8S. Robertson. 
Soricrrons, Lennard J. Tatham ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


[Reported by E. G, Srituwz1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re JUKES. Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Wright, J. 
2ist April. 


Bankruptcy—FRAUDULENT TRANSFER—CONVEYANCE OF THE WHOLE OF A 
Dexnror’s Property ror A Past Dest—Parorectep TransacTrion—Banx-= 
ruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 4 (1) (»), 49. 


Application by the official receiver, acting as trastee in the bankruptcy, 
for an order setting aside the transfer by the debtor to one Christopher 
Whitfield of seventeen cabs, sixteen horses, and six sets of harness, form- 
ing practically the whole of the debtor’s property, in consideration of a 
past debt. The transfer in question took place on the 9th of August, 1901, 
at which date the debtor, a cab proprietor, was considerably in debt to bis 
corn merchants, who were pressing for payment of their account, and had 
refused to supply any more corn unless paid in ca:h. It appeared from 
the evidence that the respondent was aware that the property transferred 
was all that the debtor possessed, and also knew that the corn merchants 
were pressing for payment. The receiving order was made on the 4th of 
October, 1901, and the official receiver became trustee in the bankruptcy. 

Waricut, J., allowed the application and cet aside the transfer, holding 
that the respondent was not protected = section 49 of the Bankru 
Act, 1883, having in satisfaction of a past debt take 
debtor's prope: ith knowled ye tha there are 2 aC 
(ise Was distinguishable from & rs Vv. Goddard (44 W. R. . 
Q. B. 406), where it did not appear that the purchaser was aware that 
the whole of the debtor’s property was conveyed or that any fraud 
on the bankruptcy law was in contemplation —OovunseL, Carrington ; 
G. A. Scott. Soxscrtors, G. B Howard § Sons; Alfred White § Co, 


[Reported by P. M. Franoxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.! 



















Solicitors’ Cases. 


REX v. EGERTON AND ANOTHER. Ex parte MUNBY. Div. Court, 
22nd April. 


Poor Rats—Company—Non-PAYMENT or Rates—Soicrron To Oompany 
Actine as Szcrerany—Oommirtat or SecretakY—OERTIORARI—Oosts. 


In this case a rule nisi for a certiorari had been obtained by Mr. F. H, 
Munby to bring up to be quashed an order of the justices for the Borough 
of Fu rr him for seven days as secretary of the General 
Manufacturing and Waste Utilization Oo. (Limited) for non-payment of 
rates in respect of premises occupied by the company at Fulham, his name 
having, without his knowledge or consent, been placed ao the rate-book 
as secretary of the company. The facts were shortly as follow: In 
July of last year Mr. Munby undertook to act as secretary, his firm 
being solicitors, to the company. In August follo , the company not 
having paid rates in respect of a wharf at Fulham, due in the previous 
April, a summons was served on the company and Mr. Munby, as their 
secretary, to recover the rates then due. The applicant being unable to 
attend on the return of the summons, the director of the 
company attended on his behalf and objected to the applicant’s name being 
on the summons, corroborating the reasons for his intment to the 
of secretary which had already been sent by to the town clerk. 
At the hearing it was understood that the justices had removed 
the applicant’s name, but the rates not being paid, the overseers 
applied for a committal order and it then first came to the appli- 
cant’s knowledge that his name had not been removed from the rate- 
book, and further, that the list had been amended by adding the name of 
the managing director. On the return of the — to commit, the 
applicant again object to either his name or that of the managing director 
being on the rate book, on the ground that there was no occupation of the 
premises by either of them, beneficial or otherwise; and Reg. v. Assessment 
Committee of St. Pancras (2 Q. B. D. 581) was referred to. The justices 
removed the name of the managing , but decided that, being 
unable to commit the company, they were justified in committing the 

and accordingly made an order committing him for 





Amithett v. Blythe (1 B, & Ad. 509), where there was an express exemption of 





Against this order the applicant applied by way of certiorari 
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and obtained a rule nisi, which now came on for argument, but no one 
appearing to shew cause, 
e Court (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and Watton, J.), the facts 
haviog been stated as above, made the rule absolute. 

Counsel in support of the rule asked for costs. 
Tue Oovrt ided, on the authority of London County Council v. West 
Ham Churchwardens (1892, 2 Q. B. 173), following Reg. v. Parlby (W.N., 
1889, p. 190), that they had no power to award costs either against the 
ustices or the Borough of Fulbam.—Oounser, R. Ounningham Glen. 

LictroRs, Leesmith § Mundy. 

(Reported by Exsxtvz Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]) 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


Ata meeting of the directors held at the Hall of the Inc ited Law 
Society on Thursday, the 17th of A Mr. Samuel J. Daw in the chair, 
the other directors present being . Burt, Mr. Birdwood, Mr. Foss, 
Mr. Peacock, Mr. » Mr. To , and Mr. Vallance, two new life 
members and nineteen new annual su bers were elected members. 

The date of the Annual General Court was fixed for Thursday, the 29th 
of May next, and other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

Lixcouy’s-1nn.—Oharles Fraser Hornsby, London Univ. and Royal 
Univ. of Ireland; Charles Harold Smith; Onristopher John Wickens 
Farwell, Edinburgh Univ.; Arthur Venn Prior, b. Ooll., Camb., 
B.A.; Henry Thomas Thomson, Balliol Coll., Oxford, B.O.L., M.A. ; 
Reginald Beddington, 0.0.0., Oxford, B,A.; Archibald Henry Pocock, 
Trin. Ooll., Oamb., M.A.; Arthur Lionel Downer; Gerald 
Hertz, Lincoln Coll., Oxford, B.A.; Ganpatrao Lakshman Subhedar, 
Allahabad Univ., B.A.; Abdul Majid Khan; Alfred Gorham, of the Irish 
Bar, Trin. Coll , Dublin, B.A. 

Innere Temriz.—G. F. 8. Obristie, Camb. ; D. G. Evans, B.A., Oamb. ; 
J. F. Marshall, M.A., Oamb.; E. T. Whitaker, M,B., B.8c., Edinburgh, 
D.P.H., Camb. ; W. P. Brigstocke; A. B. Field, B.A., Camb.; J. W. 
Lewis, B.A,, Oxford; 8. A. Tippetts, B.A., Oxford; E. C. Bentley, B.A., 
Oxford; Ll. 8, Davies, Oxford; H. O. Dickens, LL.B., Camb.; O. R. 
Buxton, M A., Camb. ; G. W. P. Swinburn, B.A., Oxford ; Ellis Ashmead- 
Bartlett; F. H. O. Day, B.A., Camb.; J. A. Langston, B.A., Oxford ; 
C. O. Wheatherby, B.A., Oxford ;..0. W. Heneage, B.A., Oxford; G. 8. 
Croshaw, B.A., Oxford; E. L. R. Kelsey, B A., Oamb.; K. R. Swan, 
B.A., Oxford ; C. Do , B.A., Oxford ; and Ernest Todd. 

Mippiz Seber . Thin; T. Fentem, M.D., Edinburgh ; W.N. 

raham,; F. H. Berryman; W. L. Newey; J. C. Gaskell, B.A., Oxford ; 
Sir H. W. B. Fairfax-Lucy; F. J. Caswell; G. H. Couch; T. G. F. 
Palmer; A. J. M Brice; G. 8. Sanders, LL.B., London. 

Gray’s-rnn.—R. H. Watkin; P. O. Lobo, Trio, Hall, Camb., B.A., 
and Madras Univ., B.A.; O. Terrell; F. 8. Leung, London Univ., 
special “ for evidence, procedure, and criminal law, mas, 1900 ; 
and T. J. Williams. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society was held on —- night at the 
Hotel Cecil, Lord Asxzournz, Lord Chancellor of d, presided. 
a the usual toasts, Mr. TyLpestey Jonzs proposed “The Bench and 

Bar.”’ 
Mr. Justice Danrurne, in reply for the bench, remarked that while the 
study of mankind was man, the proper study of the bar was the 


Dr. O. Hursert-Surrn responded for the bar. 

Mr. Srewarr Surrn, K.O., proposed “‘ The Incorporated Law Society,” 
and Sir A. Roturr, in replying to the toast, said he th t the Discipline 
Committee of the society did its work admirably. e society en- 
deavoured to consult the interests of both the profession and the public. 
In regard to the new University of London, they had now eettled their 
legal curriculum, and he hoped there were few law students who would not 

y avail themselves of the aating Gene the university, but would 
determine to secure for themselves the encouragement and stimulus of 
taking the degree of the university. 

The Onamman p the toast of ‘‘The Law Students’ Debatin 
Society ’’ He remarked that he knew of no training more useful for the 

ession than such a rociety. Men learnt in the course of the debates 
to rise up and face a great audience, and to recognize the methods, 
courtesies, and decencies of debate. 

Mr. Croom Joxunson, in replying to the toast, said that the society had 
held ite annual dinners for upwards of fifty years. Its membership was 
never higher than at the present time. The new membership for the 
Present session was above the avi ; their finances were sound, and the 
bigh standard of their debates held well maintained. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


point : ‘A. is the owner of certain freehold cottages subject toa 

He owes B. £500. Bsing pressed for security A. signs a document it 
these terms: ‘1st November, 1900. as much as possible before 
Christmas. Will sell stock and afer er writings of cottages as 
security after Christmas. (Signed) A.’ Is B. entitled to be considered a 
seestanane oS the cottages, and if so, can he enforce his security of 
foreclosure?’’ The speakers on the affirmative were Messrs. R. 8. 

E. Foulston, T. H. Oleaver, 8. J. Grey, and E. A. B. Cox; and in the 
negative Messrs. T. F. an, E. Woodward, J. A. Shephard, 8 
Smith, H. W. Lyde, and W. H. Coley. After the openers on either 

had replied, the chairman summed ty be then put the question to the 
meeting, when a verdict was given in favour of the negative y bye 
of eight votes. A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding 
closed the meeting. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death at Brighton on the 15th inst. of Mr. 
Freperick Ramapos, barrister-at-law, in his seventy-fifth year. Mr. 
Ramadge, who was the son of Dr. F. H. Ramadge, a So 
was educated at Caius Oambridga, and was called to the bar in 
1854. He devoted himself to con’ , and for many years had a 
- practice, being, we believe, Conveyancing Oounsel to the War Office. 

e retired from practice a few years ago, but continued up to a recent 
date to put in an SO pe at the guest-night dinners of his brother 
conveyancers. He an eminently kindly and cheery ion, and 
it must have been this which preserved his comparatively you = 
ance, which had altered little during-the last twenty years. His death 
will be greatly regretted by his many friends. 

Mr. Geratp Gzocuecan, barrister-at-law, was found on Wednesday 
evening dead in his chambers at the Temple. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Dublin, and was called to the lish bar in 1877. He had for 
many years an extensive practice in criminal cases, and his services were 
eagerly sought in licensing cases. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. R. D. Ricuaxps, solicitor, of Barmouth, has been ted Clerk to 
the Dovey Mawddach and Glaslyn Fishery Board of rvators, in 
succession to the late Mr. W. BR. Davies, solicitor, of Dolgelley. 


GENERAL. 
Mr. Justice Kennedy has been confined to the house by a cold. 


It is stated that, as the result of the deliberations of the benchers of the 
Middle Temple, Dr. Krause has been debarred, and his name removed 
from the roll of the members of the Middle Temple. 

It is stated that the benchers of the Middle Temple have refused 
permission to the Post Office authorities to o the roads and lay their 
telephone wires withia the precincts of the M Temple. 


jue Gecaglo enanceniae Gee, Ceateet Les dnad, the judge, in the course 
of his judgmen “ Mon .J., was providentially e 
vented from p : in this case.’’ i may have bean a whack at 
— O.J., or at the lawyer who argued the case before the weary 
udge. 


According to the Kansas City Bar Monthly, an ordinance has been recently 
introduced into the Kansas Couns to mire what they term 
**snitches”’ to pay a licence five hundred per year. By a 
“‘snitch’’? is meant one who for a consideration offers his services to 
attorneys to bring them business, generally of the damage-suit kind. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich resumed his sittings, after his recent indisposition, 
on Monday ; it would appear in excellent spirits, for on Tuesday he 
credited with mi pss be pe ho reference to a case before him, t 
he was convinced he only a very small portion of the facts before 

but he would do the best he could with them, “It would require,”’ 
added, “avery shrewd man to say under which thimble the pea was,’’ 
It is announced that the Court of Claims will meet on Wednesday, 

14th day of May next, at 11 a.m., at the Council Chamber, Whitehall, 
settle eir Report to His Maj ee eee ee 


Fee 


3 
ask 


making Petitions and Claims performed at the 
time of the ensuing Coronation are required to the same with the 
Olerks of the Court, Privy Council Office, Whi , on or before the 7th 
day of May next. 

‘* British Rule and Jurisdiction Beyond the Seas ”’ is the title of a heat 
by the late Sir H Jenkyns, which is about to be issued by the 
University Press. author was Parliamentary Counsel to the Treasury. 


from July, 1886, to F , 1899, and in the December of the latter year 
hedied. sir Courtenay Il has written a preface to the volume, in 
which are given some interesting details of Sir Henry’s remarkable career 
and personality. 

£ eaten of Ge ent a 








Brauincuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—. 22.—The chair was taken 
by Mr. A. E. Guy Pritchard.—A debate place on the following moot 





Stubbs are among those have present. 
members be the of the and of the German 
. Association of Maritime Law, under the of Dr. F. 
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Mr. Joseph Lawrence, M.P., has given notice of the following amend- 
ment for the Second Reading stage of the Patent Law Amendment Bill: 
That no Bill dealing with the amendment of the patent law will be 
satisfactory which does not provide for the removal of the advantages 
which foreign inventors and manufacturers possess over British inventors 
and manufacturers by reason of the inequalities between the patent laws 
of Great Britain and those of the leading Continental nations. 


The election of Town Clerk of the City of London has been fixed for 
the Ist of May. The five selected candidates were: Mr. James Bel, town 
clerk of Leicester; Mr. John Henry Ellis, town clerk of Plymouth; Mr, 
W. Guy Granet, secretary of the Railway Companies Association; Mr. 
John Hunt, town clerk of Westminster; and Mr. William Chambers 

town clerk of Kensington. Mr. Granet has retired from the con- 
test, and it is anticipated that the sixth in order—Mr. Prescott, town 
clerk of Fulham—wil! now ba included in the contest. 


The Court Leet of the Royal Manor of the Savoy will, says the Times, 
be held by Mr. G. R. Askwith, barrister-at-law, the high steward, at St. 
Clement Danes Vestry, on Tuesday next, the 29th inst., when two 
burgesses will be elected and other business transacted. This court has 
been held almost continuously for upwards of 700 years. Its duties are to 
look after the nuisances and to see that the bounds of his Majesty’s 
manor are tly maintained. Boundary stones are placed in the Hotel 
Cecil, on the Thames Embankment, in Child’s Bank and Twining's Bank, 
and ut the Lyceum Threatre. Half the revenue of the Duchy of Lancaster 
is drawn from the property within this area. 


One of the most remarkable men in the public life of London, says the 
Evening News, disappears by the resignation of Oolonel Hughes [solicitor], 
the late member for Woolwich. For nearly half a century he has eontrolled 
the destinies of Woolwich. He has held almost every public office in the 
Arsenal town that it has been possible for him to hold. He has been 
Woolwich’s spokesman in Parliament, on the old Metropolitan Board of 
Works, Schoal Board, and County Council, and in each case his member- 
ship extended over a great many years. He was senior member of Parlia- 
ment for the metropolitan boroughs. His connection with the central 
authorities by no means exhausted his energies. After resigning his 
position as member of the Woolwich Board of Health, he became its 
solicitor, and served the board for forty years. For twenty-two years he 
was member of the Plumstead District Board, and for thirty-seven years 
was vestry clerk to the Plumstead Vestry, besides holding many other 
minor appointments. He was also the first mayor of the new borough. 


In moving the Second Reading of the Musical Copyright Bill in the 
House of Lords on the 17th inst., Lord Monkswell said that the Bill 
par wa and applied to musical copyright four clauses of the Copyright 
Bill which passed the House of Lords in 1900, with the object of giving 
additional and su powers for the express purpose of stopping the 
nee A of musical works. Any person printing, selling, distributing, or 

porting any pirated musical work would be liable to a penalty not 
exceeding £5 for every copy so dealt with, such fine not to exceed £50 in 
respect of any one transaction. A court of summary jurisdiction upon the 
application of the owner of the copyright in any musical work may 
authorize a constable to seize without warrant pirated copies hawked or 
carried about, and may order them to be destroyed or to be delivered to 
the owner. A constable authorized by the apparent owner of any musical 
ue may seize pirated copies being hawked about and offered for 

e intended in deference to the wishes of some members of the other 
House, to move the omission of sub-section 2 of Clause II., giviag a power 
of search to a constable. The Bill was read a second time. 


A deputation representing the Liverpool Corporation, the Chamber of 
and the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society waited on the 
Lord Chancellor on Wednesday evening for the purpose of urging the 
adoption of rules designed to extend the jurisdiction and enlarge the 
powers of the Liverpool Court of Passage. Mr. W. F. Lawrence, the 
senior member for the city, introduced the depatation, which comprised 
the Lord Mayor, Mr. J. Lawrence (deputy chairman of the Finance 
Committee), Sir Alfred Jones (president), Mr. Oharles Lancaster, Mr. 
T. H. Barker (secretary of the Liverpool Ohamber of Commerce), Mr. 
W. Wellington Williams (chairman of the Under-Writers’ Association), 
Mr. H. Bateson (president), and Mr. F. M. Hall (treasurer of the 
Liverpool Incorporated Law Society), and Mr. E. R. Pickmere 
(town clerk). e deputation was ?. by the following local 
members of Parliament: Sir John Willox, . A. F. Warr, Mr. Charles 
M‘Arthur, Mr. 8. P. Houston, Mr. David Maclver, Mr. 8. W. Higgin- 
botton, and Mr. T. P. O’Connor. The point urged upon the attention of 
the Lord Chancellor was that the Rule Committee should consider the 
advisability of applying to the Court of Passage such of the rules of the 
High Court as could properly be made applicable, and it was pointed out 
that this was submitted to the Rule Oommittee as far back as 
1894. The Lord Chancellor, in the course of his reply, promised to con- 
sider the points brought to his notice by the deputation, but would not 
undertake to make the amendments in the rules which they desired. He 
was to making any court for a ial class of litigation. He did 
not special judges ; they must be all-round judges. He would, how- 
ever, bring the matter before the Rule Oommittee. He desired to do 
a to facilitate judicial procedure in a great commercial 
port like Liverpool. 








Lost Witt.—To Solicitors and others.—Information uired as to 
Will of the late Gronce Epwaxps, of Coolhurst-roai, Crouch End, sach 
Will being dated prior to April, 1902.—Addre3ss to A. Wenuam Huu, 
76a, Ohancery-lane, London.—{Apvr.] 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora oy RecisTaans mm ATTENDANCE O” 








Date. Emenczency Aprzau Count Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
P Rora. No. 2. KExewica. Brzyg. 
Monday, April ......... 28 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Me. Godfrey Mr. Carriagton 
BROTERT  ccccesccevoeccsees 29 Godfrey King Farmer Pugh 
Wednesday ...... 3) Greswell Church Godfrey Carrington 
Thursday, May .. 1 W. Leach King Farmer Pugh 
RS 2 King Church Godfrey Carri: 
iF  cccininesccemin Church King Farmer Pugh 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
FarweEL. Buck.ey. Joyrcr, Swisren Eapvy, 
Monday, April ....... 28 Mr. W. Leach Mr, Jackson Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal 
Tuesda 29 G My Pemberton Beal B Leach 
‘W. Leach Jackson R. Leach Pemberton 
Greswell Pemberton Beal Jackson 
W. Leach Jackson R. Leach Pagh 
Greswell Pemberton Beal 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEE. 

April 29.—Messrs. Deszwnam, Tewsox, Fanuen, & BaincewarTesr, at the Mart, at 2, in 
One Lot, Kidbrook Lodge, B a ~~ oa Freehold and small pat 
Long Leasehold Property, occupying one of the positions in this favourite 
comprising a spacious old Residence ——, em 

18a. 3r.19p. The property possesses frontages of about 310ft. to 

1,060ft. to Kidbrook-grove. Solicitors, Messrs. Minet, Harvie, May, & Oo., London,— 

118, bape ma 1 Bayswater : 








ys" : A Leasehold semi. ed Resi 
bourne-park Station (Metropolitan and G.W. Railways). Solicitors, Messrs. Ford, 
& London.—Hampetead Heath (about a mile from 
—— Heath and the road Stations): First-class Family Residence. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Coldham & Birkett, London. (See advertisements, April 19, p. 4 ) 
80.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrzn & Cranrizp, at 77, Chancery-lane, Office Farnitare, 
(See advertisement. this page.) 
May 1.—Mesers. H. EB. Fostex & Cranriz xp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. :— 
REVERSIONS : 
To One-sixth of a Trust Fund io Railway Stock, &c , value £61,450; lady aged 54. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Herbert Reeves & Co., London. 
To <5 — of a Residuary Estate, value £111,189; lady aged 77. Solicitor, 


. Fowler, , London. 
To One-thirtieth of a Trust Estate in De Beers Mines, &c., value £214,000; lady 
aged 70. Solicitora, Messrs. Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, London. 
ey at Leytonstone ; y aged 85. Solicitors, Messrs, Sandom, 


To Two 
Ki . & ht, London. 

To One-fifth of a Trost Fund, value £20,000; lady aged 66, Solicitors, Messra, 
Ww. Howlett, & Wil Tend 


ilkinson, How! on. 

To a Part of a Trust Fund, value £61,000 (see particulars) ; ladies aged 78, 67, and 
62. Solicitors, Messrs. West, King, Adams, & Co., London. 

To One-third of Trust Estate, value £6,580 in Government Stock ; lady aged 79. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Barlow & Barlow, London. 

To One-seventh of a Trust Fund, value £17,420 in Madras Railway Stock; 
ladies aged 50 and 41. Solicitors, Messrs. Hores, Pattison, & Bathurst, 


London. 
To a Legacy of £1,000; lady aged 68. Solicitors, Messrs. Witham, Roskell, 
Munster, & Weld, London. 
To One-eighth of a Trust Fund, value £10,000; lives 65 and 67, 
To Three-thirteenths of a Trust a £12,0C0; life aged 55. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Pearce-Jones, & Co., London. 

POLICIES for £1,000 and £500. Solicitors, Mesars, H. & C. Collins, Reading. 

the Ki Co. Solicitors, Messrs. Robbins, Billing, 


STOCK in ingston-on-Thames Gas 
& Co , London, 
(See advertisements, this week, back .) 
May 1.—Messrs, Stimson & Sons, at the at 2:—Bezley, Kent, on the Maypele 
ilding Betate of 


Estate, one mile from Bexley and Crayford Stations, Freehold Bu 
10} acres, freehold bu plots, -reats, and houses Solicitors, Messrs. 

ll, Davidson, & Crane, Messrs. 4 Macdonald, and Messrs. Todd, Dennis, 
& Lamb, London. (See advertisements, week, p. 458.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, April 18, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Loorszp 1m CHanozry. 

Aruexevum Paintixa Co, Limirep - Voiustary Liquipatioy) —Creditors are required, 
on or before May 30, to send names and oddsesses, and the partioulens of their 

PV nei, L Se ioe aneting presented April directed to be 
utromaTic Surriy Co, Liurtrep— or up, 16, ted to 
heard April 29. Hurrell & Co, 33, Cornhill, eelaesiee the petaers. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 28 

East Siseeian Synvicats, Limirep (InconroratTep 1x THe Year 1900)—Oreditors are 
required, on or before May 30, to send their names and urs 
of their debts or to Frank Cook, Norfolk House, Laurence Pountney hill. 
Jenkins & Co, pl, Poultry. solors to the liquidator 

Istaip Linoteum omsons Patent) Co, Liurtzo—Creditors are coquteel, on or before 
May 1, to send their names and and the of debts or claims, 
to Jonathan Ingham 
yew | & Co, Halifax ; ‘ 

Jasper Towx axp Lanps, Linitep—Oreditors are req . on or before May 28 to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edmund 
Hewwch, 18, 8t me ag Slaughter & Ma 

Jouystox Diz Press Co, Limirep—Petn for 1 

rd Blundell & Co, Serjeants’ inn, st, for , Bradford, 
solors for petner. Notice of must reach the above-named not later than 


. of April 28 

Lyzic Trusts, Liuitsep—Peta wi presented April 17, directed to be heard 
‘April 29. Boll & Burt, 28 and 90, Bt Oetnine te, eclos for petaer. Motice of 
eae oe se Se above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

aieneauente LicutTeraGe Co, Limrrzp -Creditors are pogeieell cn or before May 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the of debts or claims, to Richard 
Wood, Camomile st chisbrs, Camomile wt Nicholson & Co, Coleman st, solors for 

x 

Mertats Constitvx: Limrrep (1 Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 

June 4, to cond thelr namnes ma and pastloulazs of thal 





Frank Scrutton, 679, Salisbury house, London Wall. Blair & Girling, W 
_Bachange, Basinghall ot, solors for liquidstor : 











rw 


P- 
nitare, 


wed 54, 
slicitor, 
0; lady 
andom, 
Messra, 
67, and 
aged 79. 


Stock ; 
athurst, 


April 36, igo2. 
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ee ADVENTURERS. Luarep are required. om os bet before or daima’ to al in 


av. ee yy 


deine, 8. K. Wifi, 14, Queen Victoris st. Barn & Berridge, O14 Broad st, solors 


their names addresses, and 
Edward Taine 
on or before May 31, to send their names and 
debts or claims, to Benjamin Tetlow, 
Ne upon Tyne. Dranafie 
Paess, Limtrep—Petn for wi up, 
Suaies & Co, Bank chmbrs, Li gate 
reach the above-named not leter 
Wassav Piowgrns, Lintrrep—Creditors 
names 
Schneidau and H 
Wayouts Co.tiece Co, Limrren—Creditors are 


their names and addresees, and the particu'ars 
Milledge, 74, 8t Thomas ™ Weyneh 


Lontep 1x CHancery. 


A.sgera AND Bartisn Cotumsta Exproration Oo, Liurrep—Creditors are req! 
reeses, and the particulars 


or before ry 31, to send their names and add: 
or claims, to Adems, 2, Suffolk in 


sen pames and and particulers 
Salaman. 3, Bucklersbury. Morley & Co, Gresbam 
Ex.uiotr Purcuase Synxpvic —_ —— (18 ae See 
nired. on or names and 
of vw App - a gy Folland Lovering 


before May 31, to sead their names and 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, April 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
a a TO eee Lace Mechanic Derby 
ALLEN, — he ~y ore, Ken cont an Timber Measurer 
Greenw Pet 15 


ANDERTOY, Bt. Midaien Umbrella Maker 
Stocaton on Tees Pet April 14 —_ 14 

ANBLOW, ae Bicuagp, Choriton cum Hardy, nor 
Man ” Agent Salford Pet April 


a Or im Worthing, Su Brighton 
RETT, Seceal Wis, 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 etieg 
Bmp, James Aveustus, Manchester, Mercantile Clerk 
Salford Pet a: 16 yank, F 16 ies 
‘an M 
Pet.A vont A ) pein 


Bucnorr, Orro, 
High Court 
CampBELL, ARCHIBALD PE 


Pet apil 
Geena” "sa a a 
Waketield Pet April1é Ord "ash 16 
Fisuuay, Hangis, rd, Boot Manufacturer High 
F oan inn s Beightony rae Brighton 
BEEMAN, ALICE, Pet 
April2 Ord Aprii 14 


han a Ot eet Hull, ams Kingston 


eam.’ Tuomas Ty “Toray, , + ¥xeter 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Goopwix, Francis am, © Fen Mowteng, Builder 
Leicester Pet April15 Ord 
HERBERT Sost Fale 
r 


— SLEY. —* 
Hull 


Cn 
April Ord April 14 
Huu Grouce oy Mosele eer Merchant's 


Pet A TE on 


Kaan ‘oon Owen, and Wiitiusm Keay, —~ =) 
Cheshire, Birkenhead 


Ne 

March 27 Ord April 14 
Kzeur, Hannay, Manchester, Gotten Merchant Manchester 
uae Sonn Chesh t, im Watchmaker 

. un 

La —— Pet —_ 24 Ord April Me 

URENCE, HERBERT, 

Fs yy Upper Weslingham, Surrey High 


Court 

Lroy, 6 Cuarizs, Camborne, Cornwall, Grocer 
Truro P et April 14 Ord april 4 

MoLzsren, Se Pzarsox, and Pzrcy Braprogp, 
yee Grocers Bradford Pet April 16 

Noroy. LLIAM, Der Publican 

Pane aTE Oat Ape occa : 
ons, Pair Joux Cardiff? Pet 

OrdAprill 


Junxins, JAMES, Pek 
Ord ‘April 16 ~~ 


ch 24 
Prawi, ALEXANDER, _~ Leather Factor High 
Cout Pet April 16 Ord aj ril 16 
Poo.e, Grorce Henry, New Kent =, Goatrensh, Baker 
High Court Pet March 20 urd A 
Rosixson, Faanx, and Grorcz 


4 Bosrxsoy, 
Northwich, Painters Crewe April 15 Ord 


April 15 
Russy & Co, T Manufacturers upon Treot 
Bigh Court Pe eh a Ord Ond apett 1a Suaw, Gores, 


Banperson, A J 
bd Bet sa Promoter 
Buvurr, Tuox 
Bradford ‘Pet apeili6 Ord apie 
8, Joux, Devonport, Bootmaker 
16 Ord 
Branca, Grore: 
Turk Jan J my a De 
a 
dye 2 ape von, Farmer Exeter Pet 


Taixorn, say Guonen sem oth Bout Os Glos, Dealer 


r -t oo, oulons 
NEWCASTLE- -ON-TxN® CO-OPERATIVE CABINET Makers, Lune ~Crediters are ri 


uired, on or 
their debts or 


azette.—Turspay, April 22. 
JOINT’ STOCK COMPaNIES. 


. 8, (ee ee passage, 
Gas anv SuLrHats Psopucer, Limrrep (1x Ligotbariox) ~Oreditors « are sa 
addresses, and the particul cir debts > 


send their ome ad 

Mapleston, 34, 
Paropuctions SysDIcaTE, 

their names 





st 
Sxcunitizs 


a 
was enry Spain, 76, 
send their names 


solors to liquidators 
of their debts 


a, upon. 
Carter, C 
27 years. Tel 
| minster. —[Apvr. 











Twist, Sertimus Reveex, and Heyay Oswatp Taxsor, 
N Iron Founders Northampton Pet April 


14 Ord 14 
Wares, Laurence Maar, Southport Liverpool Pet 
Ww <—_ ¥ — in Oe 
‘AY, Joun Honey. a, 
Licensed V ion Pet March 


April 14 
Va, sane § otty, Ye Yorks, Poultry Dealer Leeds 
Wages, Wii | , Stalybridge. Guna, 

Stalybridge Pet Apel | is Ord A) 


weenshanen Franois, Brick 
Manufacturer i a Ord April 1 14 


indsor 
Amended notice substitated for 
London Gazette of 
Yarwoop, Cuargies Epwix, Bet Ape 
falesman ae Pet 


_ Fish 
i2 Ord April 12 
a, itm eon ace ao April 2% at 


wn aan yy! Paces a, Ie oa Builder 
S0atil Off Bec, 
= . >t Carrior  Apeil 80 at 


— Ce ene M Lae 7 

Bigp, James pon arthn hy , Mercantile 
Clerk April 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Biscuorr, Orro, Harringay park. Fancy Glass Merchant 
April 25 at 12 y st 

Buianxey, Cuances, Fore st, Crip te April 25 at 2.80 

CampsgEtL, ARcHIBALD P > Philbeach gdns, South 
— April 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

ey st 

eer oe Joux, Gloucester, Draper’s Traveller April 26 

at 


Station rd, Glou 
aay si, Gloucester April 25atll Off 
ter, Wak 


Daty, Hevay Percy, eee oe 

26 at 11 Off Reo, Trinity House 10, Hull 
Davis, Davip Jk Newport, Mon. 

atil Off Reo, Wi 


chmobrs N: 
Pum, 1 Hasse, aad 28 at gk bid ot 
Lita 
Green, THomas Suez, Torgusy, Accountant May 1 at 
10 30 


Off Ree, 13, circus, Exeter 
Hut, Joux, , Mon, Boot Manufacurer April 28 
atiz 1 st, Merthyr Tydfil 
port Builder’s Merchant April 25 
County chmbrs, ye 
ee ig Joszra, — me A 25 
at Bec, Figtree lo, 
Kitrcarm, Samur., and moE Freperick SaunpERS, 


Market vater, Ironmongers April 25 
at1230 Off Reo, 1, 


Kuicat, Tuomas RE = Roundhsy, Yorks 
Grocer April 39 at 11 Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Camborae, Cornwall, Grocer 


April 29 at 12 Off Rec, sy at, Truro 
Wittiam Pzarsox, and Peacy Beproro, 
Yorks, Grocers Aprilwatli Off Reo, 
anor row, 


8, Brad 
Mittzr, Jonx Henny, Bu: Suffolk, Grocer April 26 
ou, tune hee 7 
Li mGe Epwarp, G 
Dealer April 80 at 12 Off Ree, 1, Saver ot, Lisoate, 


Hvupsox, Tuomas, 
at ul Rec, 


Parry, Teun Wrux, Biaina, Mon, In 
at8 186, ot, Marth Tyatil 

— svuné Off Bec. Pigtree in, She 

Re ar and WiLuiam ao Sites, Bt>ffs, 
Bakers April 29 at 11.30 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke 


Dale, nr Buxton, Farmer April 


Portiand st, Oxford st, 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 





6, Coleman st 
Hexcutes Gop Mixes, sansa Culpa 
and addresses, and 


Laseee Hae ano Caase Oo. Liarrgp—Creditors ate required, on or before May 10, to 
and addresses, 


and the particulars of thelr debte or claims, to W. F. 


New st 
page ew ty yh sam Cua hes 


, Liarrep—Creditors are 
Sate Seen a La a 


Sui den 


egg ag Sp 


8 eT ES. he i aes eh a ft - 


liquidator 
before 81, to 
Wituiam Arvstey & Deorume, Lauren —Costitass enn soeateniy op oP : May he 
and Thomas Mavin, 11, Waddington st, Durham. 


Wilson & Co, Durham, 








Baa, paw avy Victualler - 





Aneuo-Canapian Propucs, Limrrep- Creditors are i tbr dette on - | ™ 17 * hous Fone rte short . 
- nal chasing or renting a house, even for a occu; 
a their and addresses, and of red. 8. have the Dent i Sani . 


For rar & 
pena 


it is ad 


Evsenezen Covrrsnay, Gurion, Auctioneer 


Candid, Tay Merchant april 35 at 19 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

A.uien, Avszer, Iikeston, Lace Mechanic 
April 14 Ord April “4 

ALLEN, Jonn Exyzst, LT Ken‘ 
Greenwich Pet April 

Anpzertox, Cunistorsen, Middies' 
Maker Stockton on fees Pet 


1 ‘ord. “ 
Axstow, Wittiam Rronarp, C cum a ig ar 
, Commission Ageat Salford Pet April 16 


Ord 
i iJ 
Bavau, any Gouge Bt Robs Och Agen ts ot, 
— "paltord oa Pet ape 1B Pet Apel 16 15 ‘Ord April 
me ——_ — 1 eae Brighton Brighton Pe 
~ ick, Grocer 
Semmes Ln $e apell a . ones, 
aes .. » Goonen a r, Bristol, Bristot Pet 
Cab Proprietor 


April 9 
C.urton, Jam. 4 Ber Duate, 
Conky, Simon, a pltattelds, ene High Court 
Pe: March5 Ord April 1 
my oom b ~ 9} \ eeuhdmanpennd Gloucester 


Daty, Hewny Percy. Hull, Solicitor 
Kingston upon Huil Pet'aarch 12 Ord Apel 18 
Epw. 4 Joux, ae ane abery- 

sti Pet iis Ord 
Fisnman, Saaeh Ss ge he pat eee 
Goopwis, Francis Doran, 5S ton Mowbray, Builder 
Leicester aad, 


Gonaenae, Agee Sree Vee Kingston 
‘all “Pe Ag 1 i eomaua’ Gh “ 
ound aaa West 
‘unk 3 Oca 
Garex, Tuomas Heyny, Torquay, Exeter 
Vie- 
Hayoock, Heapert CLEMENT, 


Ord 
renin, Bescon, o Ort Abell ie 
Court Pet il 14 Ot onem ia 

Hows Jos Quast, Fos agell 4 Ont as Carlisle Pet 


‘arwick. Merchant's 
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—, Serrimvus Bevsex, and Heway Oswaup Taso, 
mpton, a Founders orthampton Pet 
April 14 Ord April 14 
Water, Lavrence pat Southport Liverpool Pet 
April15 Ord April 15 
hes yy ye nets x Yorks, Poultry Dealer Leeds 


Waryemencw, Witt a eee < Chester 
Sats Ashton under Lyne Pet April 1 Ord 
Wem, Ric eee nen te Cabinet Maker Bradford Pet 
arch 24 < 
Woopeniven, Fn Fraycis, Holypott, nr Maidenhea4, Brick 
Manufac' Windsor Pet Aprili4 Ord April 14 


Amended ie substituted for that peel in the 


ion Garette of A 
Yarwoop, Cuartes Epwis, Manchest 
Manchester Pet April12 Ord April 12 
London Gasette.—Turspay, April 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Banaam, Frepenrick, yon py Norfolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet April April 1 


Fish Salesman 


17 Ord A 
Baryuam, ALrrep CHARLES itana Hem >nall, Norfolk, 
Wheelwrizht Ipswich Pet April 18 Ord April is 
Bonnett, Gronoe, Bristol, Insurance Agent Bristol Pet 
Aoril 17 Ord April 17 
Brices, @zornce Harry, Manchester, hr Merchant 
Manchester Pet April 2 Ord April 1 
Norwich, Assistant ” Giuie aster 
Ord April 18 
Leeds Pet 


Water Mogineer 
Danizts, Bicaanp, Monton Grean, Lancs, Fruiterer’s 
Salesman Salford Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Davies, Wiiuiam Merthyr a. Labourer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April 17 Ord April 
oom Fane, Up Parkst =, Gam, Batcher Poole 
et April 18 April 18 
OBERT Cuaisrmas, Gorleston, Gt 
Dealer Gt Yarmouth Pet April 17 


Butter. Hewry, 
Norwich Pet Aprit 1s 
Craven, Joux, Leeds, Hot 
A 17 Ord April 7 


Yarmouth, 


a... 
Ord 


ass 
A 
Baszene, i Harriet, East * me Essex High Court Pet 


Ord April 18 
cage, —_— Halifax Halifax Pet April 18 
+ Wittiam, Evesham, Worcester, 


Ord A 
Hvucues, 

positur Worcester Pet Apriti7 Ord April 17 
Inpze, a ae Roath, Cardiff, Bater Oardiff Pet April 
18 


18 
Kina, James, Wises, Tailor Wigan Pet April 18 Ord 
A 18 


Leg, 


EDERICK THOMAS, cent Gos, Tailor Gloucester 
April18 Ord April 1 
Levy, ABRAHAM, Swansea, ones Dealer Swansea Pet 
April 18 Ord April 18 
Montrorgp, James Henry Parxenr, Stoke upon Trent, 
Iacorporated Accountant Stoke upon wrent Pet 
ApritS Orda April 14 
Moors, Josern WILLIAM, ee Estate Agent 
Eastbourne Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Nertizsuir, Joszru, Doncaster, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
March 25 Ord April 17 
Nornis, ‘Joun Water, Kennet rd, nee Remover 
High Court Pet April17_ Ord April 
Otiver, THomas Francis, Laintwardine, Grocer Leo- 
minster Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
Perry, Wit11am Henry, — 1d, Lancs, Painter Burnley 
Pet April 19 Ord April 19 
Pivcgow, sae, .y—~ F Birmingham, Builder Wol- 
verhampto: t April 18 Oxd April 18 
wan Haney, Re Haulier Birmingham Pet 
simvinn, H > ing 8t James’s High Court Pet Feb1 
Ord 
Sprout im | Eccles, aed Proprietor Sal- 
ford Pet April 11 Ord April 1 
Tsomrson, Hexay emenane te, Stationer York 
Pet 18 Ord April 18 
Waker, Witt1am Hevaey, Bowes Park, Grocer Edmonton 
Pet March 17 April 16 
Wirxinson, Faep, Middlesbrough, Jeuieeper Middies- 
brough Pet Apri’ 17 Ord Ko Af 
Woop, Lg Darlington, Commercial Clerk Stockton on 
‘Tees April16 Ord April 16 
Waicnr, Seames Freperick, Urmston Salford Pet 
April 18 Ord April 18 
Amended notice substituted for that ea in the 
London Gazette of April 18 
Kemp, Harry Toomas, Manchester, Linen Goods Merchant 
Manchester Pet April2 Ord April 14 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barnett, Wituiam Lewis, Worthiag, » eter May 16 
at10.30 Off Bec, 4. Pavilion bidge, Brigh ton 
Benxett, Witu1aAm THomas, Devon Coay Merchant 
4pril 30at 11 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
BiackmoreE, eee. ey Grocer April 29 at 11.30 
8 
CARTWRIGHT ‘Gronan Rowan», Louth, Baker April 29 
12.80 Of 4, Castle pl, Park st, No:tingham - 
Coxius, Samvzy, by, Coal ‘Merchant April 29 at 12 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Leeds, Hot Water Engineer April 29 at 12 
¢, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Comisonas J AMES Dywoxe, Wakefield, Plunber April 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Ls oa Lzoro.p, West Side. Clapham Uommon, 
ore iDraper ‘April 29 at 123) x4, Railway app, 
a Witz, Morecambe, Mu:ic Dealer April 29 
ati2 Off Reo, 14, be ag ‘ton 
a tye ot Brighton, To y no a May 1 at 11.39 
4, 
Goopwin ois _DaYxrx, ton Mowbray, Leicester, 
Builder April 
Leicester 


29 at 12,30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 





Goovarrts, Epmonp, Maddox bale Publican April 30 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Greastey, Artur, Ki ions Hall, Valuer April 29 
atilt Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Garren, Cuanies, West Bromwich, Pork Butcher May 2 
at 1.80 County Court, West Bromwich 

Hampsuine, Tuomas, Bangor, License’ Victualler May 1 
at 11.15 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Hasznis, WitiiaM, Bast Molesey, Surrey, Sausage Manu- 
facturer April 30 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 

Some T, & Co, Leicester. Boot Manufacturers April 
29 at'3 ‘Off Bec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Horopix, Taomas Hewny, Crowle, nr Doncaster. News- 
agent April29at12 Off Rec, In, Sheffield 

Hueues, Frepericxk Wriiiram, Evesham, Worcester, 
Compositor ‘April 80 at 1130 45, Copenhagen st, 


Kean, Perer Owew, and Wittiam Kean, Seacombe. 
Chester, Newspaper etors April 30 at 12 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Kemr, BARRY Tuomas, Manchester, Linen Goods Merchant 
April 30at3 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

Kina, am. Wigan, Tailor April 20at3 19, Exchange 
st, ton 

Kueiser, Berynarp, Cheshunt, Herts, Watchmaker 
April 29 at 12 Room 77, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

LanspALe, Witrrep, Wolve pton. Staffs, Grocer 
April 30 at 10.30 or Rec, Wolverhampton 

Mackeretn, Joun, Cock @, Lancs, Farmer April 29 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Mivavey, Samvet, Brierfield, Lancs,Grocer April 29 at 11 
Off Ree, 14, Chapel at, Preston 

Moore, Josera WILL 14M, Eastbourne, Estate Agent April 
29 at2 Messrs Coles & Sons, e rd, Hastbourne 

Parry. Kate Heven, Holyhead, Sehoolmistress Ma 
at1l Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Peart, ALEXANDER st, ae — od Factor 
April 30at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 





Poor, Groncz Henry, Southwark, Baker May 1 at 
Bankruptcy b Carey st ° 


aes April 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 65, Vic'o-ia st, 
Russy & Co a i rd, Tulse ™, Under slothing 
aon : Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Sanpeasoy. Antoun Jamezs, Brixton, qempeer Promoter 
April 30 at1l Ban! y bldgs Carey st 
11.15 Townhail, 
Sreruens, Joux, Devonport, rt, Bootmaker April 29 at ll 6, 
Tenner, 3 On Eat > — ray Abidin 
12 30 . 
=, atone o ; 
lat 1’ Off Reo, The Red House, Bancom 7 
Trinper, Grorsez, sen, South Cerney, @ by 
Twist, Serriuvs kt, and Heyszy cr Ta.sor, 
orthampton, Iron Founders April 30 at 12 Off 
Waren, Winuias, Nottingham, Traveller April 29 at 18 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, No 4 
. West Deol 
Pork Butcher May 2 at 1.15 County Court, W 
Bromwich 
ictualler May 2 at 1 
Carey st 
Taswnen, Cuantes Epwix, Manchester, Fish Salesman © 
Manchester 


Roserts, Joszra Ricuarp, Liverpool, Chemical Manu- 
Manu aoe at ll 
Sueewin, Grorce Heyey, chdale, Mechanic May 2 at 
Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
Fae me May 2 at 
Txuompsox, Hewry LANGDALE 
80at11 Off Rec, 38, phy hy F 
N 
Rec, Bridge at, Northampton 
Warson, Tuomas + ah adh Great 
Joun Horsratt, tT. Cattle Market, 
jcensed V: Bankruptcy bldgs, 
April 30 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st 


Amended notice substituted for that qpaiane in 
the London Gazette of April 15 


Neiwev, Aveust, Cleveland mews, Bienes 6s Cabinet 
Maker April 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st ; 








—— ie 


ye 


The New 
“Safety” Pen. 
From 12/6 to 26/- each. 


The “Dainty” Pen, 
5/- and /- each, 
The “Dashaway” Pen. 
From 10/6 to 24/- each, 


The “Easy” Pen. 
From $/- to 16/6 each. 


THE BEST, FOUNTAIN PENS IN THE WORLD ARE - 


ee 


FOUNTAIN a 
SS 


Reduced 
Illustration. 


Stylographic 
» « « Pens 
From 5/- to 10/6 each, 


Illustrated Catalogue of all 
Stationers or of the Sole Whole- 
sale Agents : 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 
GREAT NEW STREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 











ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 





ANAGING CLERKSHIP Required by | 


LVI. Solicitor, Admitted 1889, aged 35; highest refer- 
ences —C., care of ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chan- 


cery-lane, W. Cc. 





COR a and General Clerkship | 


uired; B.A. (Oxon.); Admitted 1897; seven 
years “ well-known City firm.—G -» Care of B. J. 
Wigram & Co,, Finsbury Howe, E Cc. 


(CASHIER and BOOK-KEEPER Wanted 
in City Solicitor’s Office; must be thoroughly reliable 
and experienced.—Address, stating full — as to 
qualifications and previous en, enta, to & care + 
Waterlow Brothers & Layton (Limited), Bischin isos 








Oe: a> Wants Situation; London or 


‘gt 4 85s. weekly ; 


street Lantin jon. 


(4PIrAL City Offices to be Let, from £60 
to £40.—Szanie & Hayes, Paternoster "House, B.C. 





| WANTED, Smart Young English i 


| Wildy & Sons, 
| London, W.C. 


Shorthand ; got 
rience. Sn Penson 151, Great Titchfleld- 


bighest ~ at 3 


Solicitor 

oo penned too Sita’ urban, Nataly 

South Africa; licants will be a with “tall § 
ticulais on a cation. eee 5. s Hise, care 
Lincoln —otL 


Archway, 
NEXPENSIVE EDUCATION for Sons 


I gyn om h per annum; 
~~ graduate masters ; cell 


Ceo Heap af 4 Scheenn Cols 


Schorne College, 
ESTABLISHED i880. 


ADAME AUBERT'’S ENGLISH 
FORBIGN GOVERNESS and SOHOOL AGENO 





* 





| 189 and 141 — Pat Resident, 
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